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CH A P T E R - 1 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
Industrial organisations in general and Textile machinery industry for spinning in 
particular is concentrated in its market structure with hardly four or five major 
manufacturers engaged in manufacturing and marketing the capital goods. 
With a view to meet the competition, the individual units try to make the product 
more unique and perfect with lot of new features added and with improvements. 
On the contrary the requirement of the Industry may be different and all value 
added features may not be required. What the Industry requires may lie 
elsewhere and hence an important expectation may go unnoticed. In this 
process, profitability of the organization suffers not only because of cost push 
and high price, but also the sales slow down resulting in reduced profits. A high 
level of quality and along with the requirements of customers are required to 
satisfy the customer and at the same time the economy of the operation, and 
return of investment are to be considered. 
In the case of industrial goods, customers utilize the products for specific 
applications to add value to the raw materials or products to be used by the 
customers in the downstream. In the industrial market, markets are relatively 
concentrated and channels of distribution are shorter. The buyers are well 
informed, highly organized, and sophisticated in purchasing techniques; and 
multiple influencers contribute different point of view to purchasing decisions. 
(Robert R. Reeder et al, 2003). A comparison between Industrial market & 
consumer market is shown in the Table - 1.1 below. As the table indicates 
considerable differences exist in 1) structure of the market 2) product usage 3) 
the nature of buying behaviour involved 4) the channel distribution 5) 
promotional variables and 6) pricing policies. 
TABLE-1.1 
INDUSTRIAL VERSUS CONSUMER -
MARKETING AREAS OF DIFFERENCES 
Market structure 
Products 
Buyer behaviour 
Decision making 
Channels 
Promotion 
Price 
Industrial Markets 
Geographically concentrated 
Relatively fewer buyers 
Oligopolistic competition 
Technical complexity 
Customized 
Service, delivery and 
Availability very important 
Functional involvement 
Rational / Task motives 
Predominate 
Technical expertise 
Stable relations 
Interpersonal relationships 
Reciprocity 
Distinct, observable stages 
Shorter, more direct, fewer 
linkages 
Emphasis on personal 
selling 
Competitive bidding, 
negotiating on complex 
purchases 
List prices on standard items 
Consumer Markets 
Geographically dispersed 
Mass markets 
Monopolistic competition 
Standardized 
Service, delivery, and 
availability somewhat 
important 
Family involvement 
Social/Psychological 
motives predominate 
Less technical expertise 
Non-personal 
relationships 
Unobservable, mental 
stages 
Indirect, multiple linkages 
Emphasis on advertising 
List prices 
(Robert R. Reeder et al, 2003) 
Buyers in Industrial markets are professionally trained and technically qualified. 
Purchasing decisions are made on the basis of compliance of specifications, 
cost effectiveness and dependability of the supply. Functional benefits involve 
product design characteristics, aspects that might be particularly attractive to 
technical personnel. Operational benefits focus on product attributes such as 
reliability and consistency and are usually demand important by manufacturing 
and quality control people. Financial benefits center on favourable credit terms 
and cost saving opportunities that are important to purchasing managers. 
1.1 CUSTOMER SATISFACTION 
Satisfaction is a function of perceived performance and expectations. If the 
performance falls short of expectations, the customer is dissatisfied. If the 
performance matches expectations, the customer is satisfied. If the 
performance exceeds expectations the customer is highly satisfied or delighted. 
The fact is that high satisfaction or delight creates an emotional affinity with the 
brand, and this creates high customer loyalty. (Philip Kotler, 1997). Satisfied 
customers are more likely to want to maintain long-term relationship with the 
supplier. Many organisations are finding out, the economic worth of a customer 
over a long period of time is substantial. (Robert Woodruff and Sara F. Cardial, 
2000). No matter what the industry, whether in good times or lean the 
companies that achieve outstanding financial results are not necessarily the 
technology leaders or those with the lowest prices. The key to their success is 
doing an exceptional job of serving their customers. Customers with different 
characteristics have different needs and buying patterns, meaning the 
significance they attach to each value element differs. (Linday Geddes, 1993). 
There are four elements that affect customer satisfaction : 
1. the basic elements of the product and service that the customers expect 
all competitors to deliver 
2. basic support services such as customer assistance or order tracking 
that make the product or service incrementally more effective and easier 
to use 
3. a recovery process for counteracting bad experiences and 
4. extraordinary services that so excel in meeting customers' personal 
preferences, in appealing to their values or in solving their problems that 
they make the products or services seam customised (Thomas O. Jones 
and W. Earl Sasser Jr, 1995) 
The confirmation / disconfirmation paradigm is widely accepted as a view of the 
process by which consumers develop feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
(CS/D). Because evaluation implies comparison of actual performance with 
some standard, three outcomes of this evaluation are possible. Confirmation 
occurs when performance matches the standard leading to neutral feeling. 
Performance better than the standard results in positive confirmation and in turn 
leads to satisfaction. Performance worse than the standard creates negative 
disconfirmation and then dissatisfaction. (Ernest R. Cadotte et al, 1987). The 
primary interest of any organisation is to maximize sales and market share in 
the most profitable way. Customer satisfaction, therefore is a means to an end 
- it is the way to retain customers. Getting customers to articulate their 
problems, provides an effective mechanism to increase satisfaction and brand 
loyalty (John Goodman and Steve Newman, 2003). Today's tougher customer 
expectations can make that proportion far higher and successful sales even 
more demanding. Current marketplace experience and data clearly indicate 
that what's most likely to close the sale in your favour is your customer 
perceived quality value in terms that directly meet today's - not yesterday's -
buyer expectations. (A.V. Feigenbaum, 2002). 
A more complete understanding of consumer behaviour must recognise that 
people are influenced both by long-term rational concerns and by more short-
term emotional factors. (Stephen J. Hoch et al, 1991). When examining the 
theoretical and analytical importance of the link between attribute - level 
performance and overall satisfaction, it is important to recognise that the 
relationship could be asymmetric. One unit of negative performance on the 
attribute could have a greater effect on overall satisfaction or purchase 
intentions than a corresponding unit of positive performance. Similarly in a 
given set of attributes negative performance on a single attribute could 
overweigh positive performance of many other attributes combined. Oliver 
(1993) finds that (1) attribute level satisfaction and dissatisfaction significantly 
affect the overall satisfaction with a product and service and (2) attribute 
dissatisfaction has larger weight than attribute satisfaction for the product but 
not for the service (Vikas Mittal et al, 1998). 
1.4 CUSTOMER VALUE 
Customer value is the customers' perception of what they want to have happen 
(i.e., the consequences) in a specific use situation, with the help of the product 
or service offering in order to accomplish a desired goal. There are three 
important elements of this definition. Products are means of accomplishing the 
customers' purpose. The purpose of the product use can be broadly classified 
as Value in use or Possession value. Products create value through the 
delivery of consequences rather than through their inherent characteristics. 
Customers' value judgments are highly influenced by and best determined 
within the constraints of a particular use situation. (Robert Woodruff and Sarah 
F. Gardial, 2000). 
1.7 PROFITABILITY 
Profits from customer relationships are the lifeblood of all business. And at the 
most basic level, these profits can be increased in only three ways. The first is 
to acquire new customers - increase the number of people who use a product 
or service. The second is to enhance the profitability of existing customers - to 
motivate people to engage in behaviours that generate high returns. The third 
is to extend the duration of customer relationships - to maintain those 
enhanced behaviours for a longer time (Alan W.H. Grant and Leonard A. 
Schlesinger, 1995). 
The operationalization of business profitability or the broader concept of 
performance has been a topic of discussion and debate. Typically Business 
Profitability has been measured in terms of Return on Sales (ROS). Each of 
these indicators are not equivalent, although they tend to be correlated (Ajay K. 
Kohli et al, 1990). Now ROI (or RONA or ROCE and so forth) has two 
components a numerator - net income - and a denominator - investment net 
assets or capital employed. To increase the numerator top management must 
have a point of view about where, the new opportunities are, must be able to 
anticipate changing customer needs, must have invested preemptively in 
building new competencies and so on. (Gary Hamel and C.K. Prahlad, 1994). 
There are some disconcerting finds from a bank profitability study. "We have 
found that anywhere from 20 to 40% of an individual institution's products are 
unprofitable and upto 60% of their account generates loss. Our research has 
shown that in most firms more than half of all customer relationships are not 
profitable and 30 to 40% are only marginally so. It is frequently a mere 10 to 
15% of a firm's relationship that generate the bulk profits". Clearly companies 
need to measure the profitability of their various products, territories, customer 
groups, segments, trade channels and order sizes. This information will help 
management determine whether any products or marketing activities should be 
expanded, reduced or eliminated (Philip Kotler, 1997). The goal of any 
business firm should be to maximize shareholders value through increased 
profits, not to maximise the costs of doing business. Improved quality often 
leads to improvement in market share or higher prices. As a firm's reputation of 
quality excellence spreads through the market place, new revenues may be 
generated (John R. Miller and John S. Morris, 2000). Customers are 
fundamentally changing the dynamics of market place. The market has 
become a forum in which consumers play an active role in creating the 
competing for value. The distinguishing feature of this new market place is that 
consumers become a new source of competence for the corporation. The 
competence that customers bring is a function of knowledge and skills they 
possess, their willingness to learn and experiment and their ability to engage in 
active dialogue. (Prahlad C.K. and Venkatram Ramasamy, 2000). 
Customer profitability is the net dollar contribution made by individual customers 
to an organisation. Knowledge of customer profitability can improve decision-
making for many aspects of marketing including product and service 
developments, pricing, and all forms of marketing communication including 
promotion and personal selling. Ultimately customer profitability provides a 
metric for the allocation of marketing resources to consumers and market 
segments (Francis J. Mulhern, 1999). Profits depend principally on the volume 
of sale, cost of manufacturing, cost of service after sales and cost of attracting 
new customers. 
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Volume of sale occurs due to; 
a) Repurchase 
b) New purchase 
The decision for the purchase varies in both the cases especially in the capital 
equipment purchase because of the long term influence and also the customer 
satisfaction on the downstream. 
To optimize overall satisfaction, firms maximize performance on attributes have 
the largest weight in determining overall satisfaction. The weight is ascertained 
by regressing attribute performance ratings on the satisfaction rating. Firms 
may need to focus on different attributes for customers with different levels of 
intrinsic retainability. (Vikas Mittal and Wagner A. Kamakura, 2001). 
C H A P T E R - 2 
2.1 OVERVIEW 
The Indian Textile industry is both unique and complex. Its predominant 
presence in the Indian economy is manifested in terms of its significant 
contribution to the gross domestic product, employment generation and foreign 
exchange earnings. It contributes 14 percent of the value addition in the 
manufacturing sector. Contribution to GDP is 4 percent and export earnings is 
about 24% of the total exports of the country. The complexity of this sector is 
on account of its sectoral dispersal matrix with the hand spun and hand woven 
sectors on one end of the spectrum and the capital intensive sophisticated mill 
sector on the other, with the decentralized powerloom and knitting sector 
coming in between. This sector uses a wide range of fibres ranging from 
natural fibres to synthetic / man-made fibres. For the production of textiles, 
there is intricate interplay of the processes, which include ginning, reeling, 
spinning, weaving, processing and garments manufacture (Ministry of Textile 
Annual Report 2002-2003). 
2.5 MARKET 
The mills using Textile Spinning machinery, process Cotton and Synthetic 
material and convert to yarn. These yarns are used by subsequent 
manufacturers for producing knitted products, woven goods 
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Textile mills 
(yarn manufacturers) 
Coloured yarn 
(Milange) 
Tech.Textiles Knitting 
i 
Dyeing 
to 
Inner 
garment 
Casualware 
Yarn 
Weaving 
Dyeing 
1 
Garments 
1 
Power Looms 1 
Dyeing 
Garments Furnishing 
The weaving capacity in the organized nnill sector had been stagnant for a 
number of years. The production of cloth in the mill sector in 2001-2002 was 
1546 mn. sq. mtr. As compared to the production of 1957 mn. sq. mtr. In 
1996-97. The production of cloth in the mill sector is projected at 1533 mn. 
sq.mtr. in 2002-2003. The data on production of cloth in the mill sector, the 
handloom sector, hosiery sector and the power loom sector during the past six 
years are set out in Table - 2.3. The employment generation in Cotton / Man-
made fibre textile industry as on 31.08.2002 was 10 lakh. 
2.8 PROCESS 
The conversion of cotton/synthetic material into yarn is done through textile 
machineries in the spinning which consist of Blow Room, Carding, Draw 
Frame, Combing, Speed Frame, Ring Frame, in all consisting of about 12 
machines. The infrastructure facilities like humidification .suction system for 
removal of waste, power generation , Testing facilities, etc., go along with these 
machineries. A well established textile spinning mill will look like a modern A.C. 
office. 
2.10 DIMENSIONS AND ISSUES 
2.10.1 Machine productivity 
Machine productivity at ring spinning stage is one of the key parameters that 
determine the contribution earned by a mill, as it has a bearing on the volume of 
production. The larger the volume, the higher the contribution. Top mills are 
able to achieve a very high production rate of 98 g. per spindle per shift adjust 
to 40^, mainly due to manufacturing high quality export yarns on modern hi-tech 
spinning frames. The mills with good control are achieving a reasonably high 
spindle utilisation of 96%. It is an indication for good machinery maintenance 
on the one hand and effective management control on the other. 
(SITRA Report 2002) 
2.12 MACHINERY MANUFACTURERS 
There are few manufacturers of Textile machinery and all of them cater to 
international requirements. Each one adopt a different policy in respect of 
manufacture and supply of machine. Very few have the facility to manufacture 
and supply entire range of the machines. The rest specialize specific areas in 
process. In view of the operating cost, the yarn manufacturing operations are 
shifted to East principally India, China, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Thailand & 
Turkey. 
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TABLE - 2.5 
PRODUCTION OF INDIAN TEXTILE SPINNING & ALLIED MACHINERY IN 
THE PAST 7 YEARS 
Year 
1997-1998 
1998-1999 
1999-2000 
2000-2001 
2001-2002 
2002-2003 
2003-2004 
Rupees in crores 
672 
514 
517 
623 
500 
678 
781 
(Textile Trends - November 2003) 
TABLE - 2.6 
PROJECTED PRODUCTION OF TEXTILE MACHINERY FOR THE NEXT 
THREE YEARS IN TENTH FIVE YEAR PLAN 
Domestic requirement 
Spinning machinery % 
(without accessories) 
Spinning machinery 
2004-2005 
1820 
49.8 
906 
2005-2006 
2090 
50.2 
1049 
2006-2007 
2405 
50.8 
1222 
(Ministry of Textiles Annual Report 2002-2003) 
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C H A P T E R - 3 
3.1 OBJECTIVES 
The present study has been carried out to investigate and accomplish the 
objective of finding the satisfaction of the customers who use textile 
machinery - spinning in their use and market perception with respect to the 
seven dimensions viz., Productivity, Performance, Quality, Features, 
Maintenance, User friendliness and After Sales Service and with a detailed 
reference to their subvariables. The purpose of the study is to create a model 
with the Dimensions connected with the textile machinery in the utilization of the 
machineries by customers, and to bring to focus the area of concentration in 
improving the performance in these dimensions to aim for optimization of 
profitability. 
3.2 DETAILS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
The data connected with the above and which are to be analysed for coming to 
the conclusion is collected through the questionnaires. The questionnaires 
describe the profiles of the organisation, the dimensions and subvariables, 
satisfaction level in 5-point scale, repurchase and recommendation intention 
and the ranking the customers give for the dimensions based on their priority 
and requirement. 
The profiles to be studied are Location, Spindleage, Market, Material 
processed. Processing machines used and its suppliers are described in the 
subsequent heading 3.9. 
The dimensions are, 
1. Productivity consisting of subvariables, 
a) PR1 Satisfaction with level of production 
b) PR2 Reliability of performance at this production level 
c) PR3 Performance of critical parts which determines the reliability 
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b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
2. Performance consisting of subvariables, 
a) PE1 Flexibility provided to meet the change in production 
requirement 
b) PE2 Performance compared with competitors 
3. Features consisting of subvariables, 
a) F1 Adequacy of features in terms of operating control 
Adequacy of features in terms of data for production 
Adequacy in terms of quality 
Adequacy in terms of safety 
Comparison with competitors 
Adoption to changes for futuristic requirements 
4. Quality consisting of subvariables, 
a) Q1 Existing quality level achieved 
b) Q2 Requirement of improvement of quality 
c) Q3 Consistency in quality 
d) Q4 Realization level of material for quality 
5. Maintenance consisting of subvariables, 
a) M1 Time taken for maintenance 
b) M2 Overall utilization consequent to maintenance 
c) M3 Cost of maintenance and spares 
d) M4 Overall appearance to facilitate maintenance 
6. User friendliness consisting of, 
a) U1 Systems available for easy maintenance 
b) U2 User friendliness of the features 
c) U3 Overall ergonomics of machine 
7. After Sales Service consisting of, 
a) A1 Services provided during erection & commissioning 
Training provided to technical operators 
Service back-up 
Response time and adequacy of solution 
Explanation of special and critical aspects in instruction 
manual to avoid personal dependency 
f) A6 Adequacy of details of parts for procurement and use 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
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3.3 REPURCHASE AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The concluding part consists of Repurchase & Recommendation aspects. If the 
customer is satisfied, he purchases the machine again from the same supplier. 
If he is satisfied fully, he recommends to others also. 
3.4 RANKING 
The second part consists of Ranking of the dimensions. The researcher 
considered seven dimensions as mentioned for evaluation and to get the 
response from the respondents in the form of level of satisfaction. However he 
felt that all the respondents will view the dimension in the same priority or order 
of importance. Hence a ranking evaluation was done through the questionnaire. 
The respondents were asked to state the preference of the ranking of the 
dimensions. The ranking was done from 1 to 7. 
3.5 HYPOTHESES 
H0.1 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Productivity 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
H0.2 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Perfomnance 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered material processed & suppliers. 
HO.3 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the features of 
the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market covered, 
material processed & suppliers. 
H0.4 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Quality of the 
machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market covered, 
material processed & suppliers. 
HO.5 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Maintenance 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
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HO.6 7776 level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the User 
friendliness of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, 
market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
HO.7 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the After Sales 
Service of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, 
market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
HO.8 All the seven dimensions in the earlier hypotheses are not dependant on 
each other in the satisfaction to the customers. 
HO.9 There is no difference in satisfaction factor when the customer makes a 
Repurchase (Loyal) or the customer defects (Defecting) to a competitor 
3.6 RESEARCH DESIGN 
The Researcher had contacts with the customers during the course of his 
occupation and during the discussion he found how important it was to know the 
views of the customers in the development of strategy, satisfy the customers, 
bring loyalty and thereby increase the profitability of the company. A good 
listener gets very valuable information and so called complaints if managed with 
speed and empathy brings loyalty. The inputs collected from them becomes an 
important quality deployment tool for bringing out better products. This 
interaction gave the inputs for the researcher to undertake the research on 
customer satisfaction and to use this tool to create a model to improve the 
profitability. 
There are few major machinery manufacturers who caters to the need of textile 
machinery in spinning sector. Their products are purchased by more than 1000 
mills across the country. These mills have control over process, have good 
quality parameters, efficient management with proper feed back and with large 
customer base. Although there are more mills than 1000 they are not 
considered for the research work due to small operation, catering to local 
markets. 
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3.13 PLAN OF DATA ANALYSIS 
The filled questionnaires are to be analysed in respect of numbers, percentage 
in respect of profile dimensions etc. Further analysis are to be carried out to 
find the impact on subvariables, the effect of relationships of profiles, 
dimensions and subvariables in respect of satisfaction levels. A ranking 
methodology is planned for fixing the priorities for the dimensions. Studies are 
to be conducted on the satisfaction level for loyal and defecting customers. 
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C H A P T E R - 4 
4.1 ANALYSIS OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS OF SATISFACTION 
In the following sections, an attempt has been made to analyse the data 
obtained through questionnaire. After discussing the profile of the responding 
companies, a detailed analysis has been carried out on the various dimensions 
of the satisfaction. As discussed earlier in the section of development of 
questionnaire in the research methodology chapter, data were gathered on 
seven dimensions of satisfaction These are Performance, Productivity, 
Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness and After Sales Service. 
Each of the above dimension is divided further into sub variables and then the 
respondents were requested to indicate their opinion on each sub variable on a 
five point satisfaction-dissatisfaction scale. The data have been arranged in 
tabular form by cross classifying with the various profile variables of the 
companies. This arrangement has the data in the nominal scale form. 
To further test these hypotheses the data were converted in interval scale by 
assigning numbers to the five responses of satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
scale. Here 4 points were given if the respondent indicated on "very much 
satisfied", 3 point for "satisfied" 2 points for "Partially satisfied", 1 point for 
"somewhat satisfied" and 0 for "not satisfied". Then for each sub variable, a 
mean score was calculated with respect to the profiling variable. This data were 
arranged in another table of mean scores. In case of two profile subvariables t 
test was applied and for more than two sub variables F test was calculated to 
find out the differences, if any, among the profile sub variables and is used for 
hypotheses testing. In the following pages, these are analysed and discussed. 
On the basis of the findings, statistical analysis was carried out in respect of 
significance value for t & F values on mean scores, Chi-square test and 
correlation. Based on the significance, if the value is less than or equal to 0.05 
the hypotheses is rejected and concluded that the mean values of the aspect 
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under consideration is not the same between the group studied. When the 
significant value is greater than 0.05, conclusion is made that there was no 
reason to reject the hypotheses. 
4.1.1 Level of Satisfaction - on Dimension - Profiles 
The satisfaction level recorded in the five points scale are given below. In the 
comments the levels satisfied very much are added to indicate 
satisfaction level as the customers will be fully satisfied at this level. 
TABLE - 4.2 
PRODUCTIVITY - LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
witli the 
machine 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
3 
0 
1 
0 
2 
1 
% 
4.8 
0 
1.6 
0 
3.2 
2.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
2 
6 
2 
4 
5 
% 
1.6 
4.9 
9.7 
4.9 
6.5 
12.2 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
13 
10 
12 
15 
24 
12 
% 
21.0 
24.4 
19.4 
36.6 
38.7 
29.3 
Satisfied 
No. 
37 
26 
39 
20 
31 
20 
% 
59.7 
63.4 
62.9 
48.8 
50.0 
48.8 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
3 
4 
4 
1 
3 
% 
12.9 
7.3 
6.5 
9.8 
1.6 
7.3 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
10 
100 
100 
100 
80 
D Souths North 
I in . 
N SW NF S VM 
PR2 
N SW NF S VM 
PR3 
Figure - 4.6 
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72.6% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied with subvariable PR1 as 
compared to 70.7% of the respondents from North. 
In respect of subvariable PR2, 69.4% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 58.6% of the respondents from North. 
Regarding subvahable PR3, 51.6% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 56.1% of the respondents from North. 
4.5 OVERALL SATISFACTION IN RELATION TO LOYAL & DEFECTING 
CUSTOMERS 
4.5.1 Loyal customers 
As explained earlier, loyal customers are those who are satisfied with the 
product, performance, after sales service as against their perceived 
performance and have placed repeat order on the supplier. Then they become 
more than satisfied because they act as ambassadors in recommending the 
product to others. 
4.5.2 Defecting customers 
They are the customers who have purchased the machines and are not happy 
with the product performance and after sales as against their perceived 
performance. Although many dimensions and subvariables may be in tolerant 
level or satisfaction level, they may cause irritant and had created an urge to 
change the supplier and they switched on to the competitors at the earliest 
opportunity. 
4.5.3 Analysis 
Analysis were done on the overall satisfaction taking customers as whole. The 
present analysis is carried out on the impact overall satisfaction and 
subvariables on (a) Loyal (b) Defecting customers. With a view to find the 
differentiation in the satisfaction level among the two types of customers. This 
is very important since the aim of the supplier is to retain maximum number of 
customers to increase profitability. 
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TABLE - 4.45 
PRODUCTIVITY 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with the 
machine 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability of 
perfor-
mance 
Satisfied 
with critical 
parts 
reliability 
Level of 
Satis-
Faction 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
3 
0 
1 
0 
3 
% 
0 
10.3 
0 
3.4 
0 
10.3 
Somewliat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
2 
2 
6 
4 
5 
% 
1.4 
6.9 
2.7 
20.7 
5.4 
17.2 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
12 
16 
11 
21 
15 
% 
14.9 
41.4 
21.6 
37.9 
28.4 
51.7 
Satisfied 
No. 
51 
12 
48 
11 
45 
6 
% 
68.9 
41.4 
64.9 
37.9 
60.8 
20.7 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
0 
8 
0 
4 
0 
% 
14.9 
0 
10.8 
0 
5.4 
0 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
D Loyal • Defecting 
%) 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 Ji 
N SW NF S VM 
PR1 
N SW NF S VM 
PR2 
VM 
Figure-4.60 
In respect of subvariable PR1, 83.8% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 41.4% of the respondents from Defecting 
customers. 
With regard to subvariable PR2, 75.7% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 37.9% of the respondents from Defecting 
customers. 
66.2% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable PR3, when compared to 20.7% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
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4.6 RANKING 
Although they are different dimensions viz., Productivity, Performance, 
Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness & After Sales Service, the 
customers attach different importance to these in their perspective of 
performance. A customer may be targeting middle segment where volume and 
price count for their products. Hence he will be attaching importance to 
Productivity & Maintenance. A customer who caters to the top segment where 
quality counts and brand image is maintained will attach importance to Quality & 
Performance. Hence the second questionnaire elicits the views of the 
customers in ranking the dimensions. The effect of satisfaction and ranking is 
utilized in preparing the model for the company to optimize the profitability. 
TABLE - 4.52 
RANKING 
Performance 
Rank 
Productivity 
Rank 
Features 
Rank 
Quality 
Rank 
Maintenance 
Rank 
User 
fnendliness 
Rank 
After Sales 
Rank 
1 
No. 
16 
39 
2 
39 
3 
1 
2 
•/. 
155 
37 9 
19 
37 9 
29 
10 
19 
II 
No. 
25 
29 
2 
31 
12 
1 
2 
% 
24 3 
28 2 
19 
301 
117 
10 
19 
III 
No. 
39 
21 
3 
22 
12 
4 
1 
% 
37 9 
20 4 
29 
214 
117 
39 
10 
IV 
No. 
15 
8 
15 
7 
36 
11 
12 
% 
14 6 
78 
146 
68 
350 
107 
117 
V 
No. 
6 
4 
28 
0 
25 
25 
18 
% 
58 
39 
27 2 
9 
24 3 
24 3 
175 
VI 
No. 
2 
2 
28 
2 
9 
34 
27 
% 
19 
19 
27 2 
19 
87 
33 0 
26 2 
VII 
No. 
0 
0 
25 
2 
6 
27 
41 
% 
0 
0 
24 3 
19 
58 
26 2 
39 8 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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Figure - 4.69 
Based on the information provided by the respondents both Productivity & 
Quality are placed in the first rank. When a comparison was made for the 
second choice these two attributes it was found that 31 respondents placed 
quality in the second choice while only 29 placed productivity in the second 
choice. Taking into considerations of both 1 & 2 choice 70 respondents placed 
quality in ranks 1 & 2 put together whereas the corresponding figure for 
productivity is only 68. Hence Quality has been placed in the first rank and 
productivity in second. Hence the ranking of the attributes is as under. 
TABLE - 4.53 
Dimensions 
Quality 
Productivity 
Performance 
Maintenance 
Features 
User friendliness 
After Sales Service 
Rank 
1 
II 
III 
IV 
V 
VI 
VII 
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4.7 HYPOTHESES TESTING 
H0.1 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Productivity 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.54 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied witli 
Production level 
achieved in the 
machine 
Satisfied with reliability 
Satisfied with critical 
parts reliability 
Mean scores 
South 
2.742 
2.629 
2.403 
North 
2.732 
2.634 
2.463 
t value 
0.063 
-0.032 
-0.361 
Significance 
0.950 
0.974 
0.719 
In respect of productivity in relation to location, there is no significant variation of 
mean scores for Subvariables PR1, PR2, PR3 between the two locations 
South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
location in relation to subvariable PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
TABLE - 4.55 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
production level 
achieved in the 
machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with critical 
parts reliability 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.841 
2.730 
2.619 
Medium 
2.575 
2.475 
2.125 
t value 
1.652 
1.632 
3.088 
Significance 
0.102 
0.106 
0.003 
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No significant difference in the mean score is found for productivity in relation to 
size in respect of subvariables PR1 & PR2 among the respondents of Large & 
Medium industries. However, significant variation exists in Subvariable PR3 in 
respect of respondents of Large & Medium industries. The mean score is 
higher in Large industries as compared to Medium industries. It appears that 
the respondents are in Medium industries are less satisfied with productivity 
based on the functioning of critical parts. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of size in relation to subvariables PR1 & PR2. However 
in respect of the subvariable PR3, the hypotheses is rejected. 
TABLE - 4.56 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
Production 
level achieved 
in the machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with 
critical parts 
reliability 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.758 
2.455 
2.364 
Export 
2.727 
2.667 
2.364 
Dom & 
Exp 
2.730 
2.757 
2.541 
F value 
0.014 
1.371 
0.542 
Significance 
0.986 
0.258 
0.583 
There is no significant difference in mean scores between respondents who 
operate in 3 markets namely Domestic, Export & Domestic and Export in 
respect of productivity with reference to the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in 
relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
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TABLE - 4.67 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO MATERIAL PROCESSED 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
Production level 
achieved in the 
machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with critical 
parts reliability 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.714 
2.610 
2.364 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
2.808 
2.692 
2.615 
t value 
-0.510 
-0.462 
-1.353 
Significance 
0.611 
0.645 
0.179 
There are no significant differences in the mean score among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics in respect of productivity with reference to 
the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
TABLE - 4.58 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
Production level 
achieved in the 
machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with 
critical parts 
reliability 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.706 
2.574 
2.382 
SB 
2.722 
2.778 
2.778 
Others 
2.882 
2.706 
2.235 
F value 
0.327 
0.578 
2.246 
Significance 
0.722 
0.563 
0.111 
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There are no significant differences in mean scores in respect of productivity 
with subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3 amongst the respondents using 
machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
HO.9 There is no difference in satisfaction factor when the customer mal<es a 
Repurchase (Loyal) or the customer defects (Defecting) to a competitor 
An attempt has been made to find out whether there is significant difference 
between loyal and defecting customers in all the seven dimensions viz., 
Productivity, Performance, Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness 
and After Sales Service, related to industry. The customers gave their opinion 
on the sub variables for the above dimensions in five point scale in 
Questionnaire 1 as indicated earlier. . The mean scores of loyal and defecting 
customers on each one dimensions with the sub variables is compared using 't' 
tests. The results based on the mean scores are provided below. 
TABLE - 4.91 
MEAN SCORE ON PRODUCTIVITY IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with the 
machine 
Satisfied with the 
reliability 
Satisfied with the 
critical parts reliability 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.973 
2.838 
2.662 
Defecting 
2.138 
2.103 
1.828 
t value 
4.392 
4.168 
5.177 
Significance 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers in 
respect of productivity with reference to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
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TABLE - 4.92 
MEAN SCORE ON PERFORMANCE IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with flexibility 
Performance compared 
with competitors 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.824 
2.757 
Defecting 
2.138 
1.483 
t value 
4.201 
6.001 
Significance 
0.000 
0.000 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers in 
respect of performance with reference to subvariables PE1 & PE2. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
TABLE - 4.93 
MEAN SCORE ON QUALITY IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with existing 
quality 
Need for further quality 
improvement 
Consistency of quality 
achieved 
Realization level 
achieved 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.703 
2.541 
2.784 
2.824 
Defecting 
2.103 
2.759 
2.103 
2.069 
t value 
3.736 
1.049 
4.199 
4.312 
Significance 
0.000 
0.299 
0.000 
0.000 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of quality with reference to subvariables Q1, Q3 & Q4. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables Q1, Q3 & Q4. However, 
significant differences does not exist in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of Quality with reference to subvariable Q2. Hence there 
is no reason to reject this hypotheses in relation to subvariable Q2. 
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TABLE - 4.94 
MEAN SCORE ON FEATURES IN RELATION TO 
LOYAL AND DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Subvarlables 
Operating control 
adequate 
Data adequate 
Quality adequate 
Safety adequate 
Features comparable 
with competitors 
Features adopt to 
changes 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.811 
2.811 
2.784 
3.014 
2.662 
2.595 
Defecting 
2.414 
2.379 
1.828 
2.724 
1.966 
2.000 
t value 
2.306 
2.433 
5.372 
1.865 
4.010 
3.414 
Significance 
0.023 
0.017 
0.000 
0.069 
0.000 
0.001 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of features with reference to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. The hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. In the case of subvariable F4, no significant difference is found in the mean 
scores among Loyal & Defecting customers. However there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of subvariable F4. 
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TABLE-4.95 
MEAN SCORES ON MAINTENANCE IN RELATION TO LOYAL & 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Subvariables 
Maintenance Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
utilisation 
Cost of maintenance 
and spares acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
appearance 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.676 
2.824 
2.446 
3.054 
Defecting 
1.759 
2.034 
1.828 
2.448 
t value 
3.992 
5.140 
3.203 
3.905 
Significance 
0.000 
0.000 
0.002 
0.000 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of Maintenance with reference to subvariables Ml , M2, 
M3 & M4.The hypotheses is rejected in respect of subvariables M1, M2, M3 & 
M4. 
TABLE-4.96 
MEAN SCORES ON USER FRIENDLINESS 
IN RELATION TO LOYAL & DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Subvariables 
System conducive for 
Maintenance 
Features are user 
friendly 
Satisfied with overall 
ergonomics 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.851 
2.824 
2.743 
Defecting 
2.207 
2.138 
2.069 
t value 
3.865 
3.336 
4.134 
Significance 
0.000 
0.002 
0.000 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of User Friendliness with reference to subvariables U1, 
U2 & U3. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of sub variables U1, U2 & U3. 
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TABLE - 4.97 
MEAN SCORES ON AFTER SALES SERVICE 
IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Subvarlables 
Satisfied with service 
after sales 
Satisfied with 
personnel 
Satisfied with service 
backup 
Satisfied with service 
time and solutions 
Features and critical 
aspects explained 
Details of parts 
adequately provided 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.919 
2.757 
2.649 
2.459 
2.527 
2.730 
Defecting 
2.345 
2.207 
1.828 
1.759 
2.138 
2.310 
t value 
3.722 
3.194 
4.292 
3.648 
2.076 
2.428 
Significance 
0.000 
0.002 
0.000 
0.000 
0.040 
0.017 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of After Sales Service with reference to subvariables A1, 
A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of the subvariables 
A1,A2,A3, A4, A5&A6. 
The total impact of the satisfaction level in respect of all the dimensions put 
together is analysed both without ranking and with ranking. The results are 
tabulated as under. 
TABLE - 4.98 
LOYAL & DEFECTING CUSTOMERS - GROUP STATISTICS 
Total (without ranking) 
Total (witti ranking) 
Loyal or Defecting 
Customers 
Loyal customers 
Defecting customers 
Loyal customers 
Defecting customers 
N 
74 
29 
74 
29 
Mean 
19.3367 
14.5632 
77.5124 
58.0977 
Std. 
Deviation 
2.29877 
3.38294 
9.66264 
14.06307 
Std. Error 
Mean 
0.26273 
0.62820 
1.12326 
2.61145 
30 
TABLE - 4.99 
INDEPENDENT SAMPLE TEST 
Total (without ranking) 
Total (witti ranking) 
Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances 
F 
11343 
10180 
Sig. 
0 001 
0 002 
t-test for Equality of Means 
t 
8 240 
8013 
df 
101 
101 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
0 000 
0 000 
'•^ ^ 
Significance differences are found in respect of Loyal & Defecting customers 
with and without ranking and hence the hypothesis is rejected, even if we tal<e 
all the factors together with ranking and without ranking. 
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C H A P T E R - 5 
5.5 FINDINGS FROM HYPOTHESES TESTING 
All abbreviations are given in Chapter - 3. 
H0.1 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the 
Productivity of the machines are concerned in relating to location, 
size, market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
In respect of productivity in relation to location, there is no significant variation of 
mean scores for Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3 between the two locations 
South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
location in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
No significant difference in the mean score is found for productivity in relation to 
size in respect of subvariables PR1 & PR2 among the respondents of Large & 
Medium industries. However, significant variation exists in Subvariable PR3 in 
respect of respondents of Large & Medium industries. The mean score is 
higher in Large industries as compared to Medium industries. It appears that 
the respondents in Medium industries are less satisfied with productivity based 
on the functioning of critical parts. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of size in relation to subvariables PR1 & PR2. However 
in respect of the subvariable PR3 the hypotheses is rejected. 
There is no significant difference in mean scores between respondents who 
operate in 3 markets namely Domestic, Export & Domestic and Export in 
respect of productivity with reference to the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in 
relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
There are no significant differences in the mean score among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics in respect of productivity with reference to 
the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
There are no significant differences in mean scores in respect of productivity 
with subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3 amongst the respondents using 
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machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
HO.9 There is no difference in satisfaction factors when the customers 
makes a repurchase or the customer defects to the competitor 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers in 
respect of productivity with reference to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariable PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers in 
respect of performance with reference to subvariables PE1 & PE2. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of quality with reference to subvariables Q1, Q3 & Q4. 
The hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariable Q1, Q3 & Q4. 
However, significant difference does not exist in the mean scores of Loyal & 
Defecting customers in respect of Quality with reference to subvariable Q2. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in relation to subvariable Q2. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of features with reference to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. The hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariable F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. In the case of subvariable F4, no significant difference is found in the mean 
scores among Loyal & Defecting customers. However there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of subvariable F4. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of Maintenance with reference to subvariables M1, M2, 
M3 & M4.The hypotheses is rejected in respect subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of User Friendliness with reference to subvariables U1, 
U2 & U3. The hypotheses is rejected in respect sub variables U1, U2 & U3. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of After Sales Service with reference to subvariables A1, 
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A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of the subvariables 
A1,A2,A3, A4, A5&A6. 
Differences are found in all the seven characteristics of customer satisfaction 
between satisfied and defecting customers. Mean value of the seven 
characteristics for the satisfied customers are significantly different than that of 
defecting customers in both with ranking and without ranking. Hence the 
hypotheses is rejected. It is inferred that the satisfied customers have high 
opinion in Quality, Productivity, Performance, Maintenance, Features, User 
Friendliness and After Sales Service, which is different from defecting 
customers. The repurchase and recommendation follow the same pattern and 
the satisfied customers make the repurchase and also recommend the product 
to others. 
5.6 MODELS DEVELOPED OUT OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
As stated in Chapter-1, Page 51, it is crucial to identify and invest in only those 
positive attributes whose enhancement will yield positive net present value. 
Profitable strategies are built around giving exact mix of attributes they want but 
no more. All attributes are not created equal, each cell of the matrix has a 
distinctive impact on the competitiveness of the product. 
It has also been attempted to find out whether there is any difference between 
mean scores in seven dimensions taking into considerations of the ranks of 
these aspects provided respondent. A weight of 7' productivity '2', performance 
'3', maintenance '4' , features '5' , user friendliness '6' , after sales service 7' 
respectively is assigned. The scores obtained from the respondents for each 
dimension are multiplied by the weight for the each corresponding component. 
The mean scores with the weight given for ranking are compared with loyal and 
defecting customers and the results are presented in the table. 
The quality was ranked as 1 and other attributes in the order as stated earlier 
with After Sales Service as 7. A weightage was given to Quality as 7 and in the 
order with After Sales Service as 1 and this weightages were imported to the 
mean level value and diagrams were drawn. From these two diagrams, it will 
be clearly seen that the satisfied customers and defecting customers have a 
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clear gap as indicated in the scale and band-width in various attributes. The 
aim of any company is to switch to make the defecting customers as a 
repurchaser for which it should aim to increase the mean level of the 
satisfaction of the attributes towards satisfaction level. This gap clearly 
indicates where importance and resources allocation should be concentrated so 
that the efforts and the return on the investment will be optimal. 
The customer attaches distinctive importance to the dimensions and each 
dimensions has different level of satisfaction to each dimension as seen from 
the analysis. The interplay of the satisfaction level as represented by the mean 
scored along with the ranking clearly indicates there are difference in the value 
between the loyal and defecting customers. The loyal customers are satisfied 
and they make the repurchase and the level importance they attach is indicated 
in the model. Whereas the defecting customers value falls on the left side and 
a gap exist between the two. The aim of the supplier should be to close the gap 
and bring back the defecting customers to loyal level. As seen earlier, customer 
perception varies based on his experience and hence the supplier should 
concentrate on the perception of the defecting customers and attempt to satisfy 
them. The priority to be given may be from larger band width to the next lower 
level. 
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TABLE - 5.1 - Satisfied and Defecting Customers 
(Table - 4.69 is repeated) 
Group Statistics 
Buyers and 
Non-buyers 
Quality with Ranking Buyers 
Non-buyers 
Productivit) with Ranlcing Buyers 
Non-buyers 
Performance with Ranking Buyers 
Non-buyers 
Maintenance with Ranking Buyers 
Non-buyers 
Features with Ranking Bu)ers 
Non-buyers 
User Friendliness with Buyers 
Ranking Non-buyers 
After Sales Service with Buyers 
Ranking Non-buyers 
N 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
Mean 
18.9899 
15.8103 
16.9459 
12.1379 
13.9527 
9.0517 
11.0000 
8.0690 
8.3378 
6.6552 
5.6126 
4.2759 
2.6734 
2.0977 
Std. 
De\ iation 
3.15562 
3.45226 
2.79379 
4.27388 
3.06903 
3.86224 
1.76728 
2.73771 
1.37020 
1.55898 
.99317 
1.49621 
.51347 
.60013 
Std. 
l>ror 
Mean 
.36683 
.64107 
.32477 
.79364 
.35677 
.71720 
.20544 
.50838 
.15928 
.28950 
.11545 
.27784 
.05969 
.11144 
The red line on Figure - 5.1 indicates the mean value of loyal customer. The 
green line indicates mean value of the defecting customers. In Figure - 5.2, the 
minimum, maximum and mean values are indicated. Figure - 5.3 illustrates 
maximum and minimum value in both cases. From this, it can be interpreted 
that the lower level of satisfaction of loyal customer reaches almost the 
maximum level of satisfaction of the defecting customers. Any dissatisfaction 
on the part of the loyal customer will push them to defecting zone and the 
customers may look for alternatives in the next opportunity. In a similar manner 
any improvement satisfaction of the defecting customers will make them to be a 
loyal customer. Then it becomes clear that the supplier should ensure that loyal 
customers are dissatisfied by the supplier rightful proactive and corrective 
action, the defecting customers are made to satisfy so that they become loyal 
customers. Also the supplier should ensure that the gap should not be so 
narrow to be highly sensitive so that competitor's action can affect the customer 
relation. 
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Model developed for optimization (Model 1) 
Band-width indicating mean value, maximum & minimum 
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5.6.1 Mean Score Variations dimensions model with ranking 
The mean scores of subvariables without ranking are studied. As a next step 
the supplier should look into the subvariables in the dimension and understand 
which subvariable has a greater difference in mean value between Loyal & 
Defecting customers, i.e., the greater the slope, more is a tendency for 
defection. Similarly for every attribute like quality, productivity, performance, 
and its elements the mean value between loyal / satisfied customers against 
defecting customers are depicted in a form of graph with mean value only. The 
wider the width and higher the slope are indications of dissatisfaction and 
efforts required by the organisation to concentrate their efforts in the particular 
area in the attributes to optimise their profitability by utilisation of their efforts 
and resources in most fruitful way. 
The supplier should concentrate on the subvariables and should attempt to 
increase the satisfaction level of Defecting customers, and maintain or improve 
the level of loyal customers. The details of the following graphs for Satisfied & 
Defecting customers in various areas are indicated. (Reference Fig 4.91 to 
4.97 in Chapter 4) 
5.6.2 Mean scores variations subvariables without ranking 
Figure 5.4 Mean values for Quality & Elements 
Figure 5.5 Mean values for Productivity 
Figure 5.6 Mean values for Performance 
Figure 5.7 Mean values for Maintenance 
Figure 5.8 Mean values for Features 
Figure 5.9 Mean values for User Friendliness 
Figure 5.10 Mean values for After Sales Service 
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Similar graphs are prepared for other dimensions. 
The Researcher has attempted to bring a relation between the Profitability and 
the elements considered and is indicating the value as a profitability ratio. The 
higher the figure the higher is the efficiency in utilizing the resources in an 
optimum way. The optimization ratio of profitability can be expressed in the 
following form, 
OR Profit for current year 
Operating expenditure for current year + Employee cost for the 
current year 
If the optimization process is on and the resources are utilized optimally the 
following condition should occur. 
Profit for current year = 0R> 
Operating expenses for current year 
+ 
Employee cost current year 
Operating expenses etc., 
It is figuratively illustrated as under. 
Profit for based year 
Operating expenses for base year 
+ 
Employee cost for base year 
TABLE - 5.4 
OPTIMISATION RATIO 
A. Profit 
before tax 
B. Operating 
Expenditure+ 
Employee cost 
Operating ratio (A/B) 
2000-01 
34.89 
402.9 
8.66 
2001-02 
23.35 
323.6 
7.22 
2002-03 
39.64 
408.9 
9.69 
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In the base year the competition was not aggressive and the company under 
the study had the OR of 8.4%. In the subsequent year severe competition has 
set in which has resulted in the OR dropping to 7.1%. The Company under 
study adopted customer satisfaction approach as a policy and went for 
investments in areas of customer satisfaction related elements and improved 
soft skill activities. This resulted in the ratio for the current year reaching to 9.69 
in the last year. This confirms to findings that customer satisfaction leads to 
optimization methodology of profits with increased customer satisfaction. 
OPTIMISATION RATIO 
% 
15 
10 
0 
2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 
Figure-5.15 
High and significant correlations are found between : profit and operating ratio, 
profit and total Operating expenses and total, operating expenses and operating 
ratio, 
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TABLE - 5.5 
CORRELATIONS 
Profit 
Operating Expenses + 
Employee Cost 
Operating Ratio 
Profit 
1 
.861* 
.940* 
Operating Expenses + 
Employee Cost 
.861* 
1 
.716* 
Operating 
Ratio 
.940* 
.716* 
1 
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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P R E F A C E 
If a company is running business successfully, it can be fairly assumed that it is 
doing a good job of matching the products and services to the needs of their 
customers demand. In an competitive environment, the expectation of 
customers are always on increase and is dynamic in nature and hence 
monitoring the customers requirement becomes important. The company has 
to put forth considerable effort in maintaining the quality of product and service 
and has to judiciously utilize financial, technical and human resources to get the 
maximum benefit. It will appear in the market that the customers are satisfied, 
but the situation will change if a better product or service is offered by the 
competitor, the competitor may change their Purchase intention. In the 
process, the painstaking effort the company has built to maintain its customer 
base is lost, which will result in loss in revenue leading to consequential results 
like low order book, accumulated inventory loss in profit etc., which will have 
snow balling effect. It is also not advisable to over satisfy the customers since 
the effort and financial outflow may not match the expected return resulting in 
slowing down of profit. In case of capital goods, the situation is very serious 
where a company has invested large amount of investment for production of 
capital goods and the decision process of customers for Purchase, Repurchase 
is highly technical, with full awareness and with the interaction of all feed back 
from market as well as through competitor. 
Hence it becomes very important that company watches the expectation of the 
market for the present and future and plan their internal operations to meet this 
challenges to be competitive and wish an aim to earn profit. Earning profit 
enables the company to satisfy more by increasing quality standards and also 
to satisfy other stake holders. The intention of the company is to ensure that 
the customers repurchase and also spread their recommendation to attract new 
customers. 
IV 
Any effort put forth should result In satisfying their customers and should be 
beneficial to the company. Over satisfying the customers without corresponding 
increase in profit and revenue is a drain on the company's resources. Hence 
the study Is undertaken to develop a model to optimise profitability through 
customer satisfaction approach. A review of literature shows that no such 
research study has been carried out using this approach with reference to 
Textile machinery that determines Purchase & Repurchase intentions. This 
study is undertaken to establish that such approach would benefit the sellers 
and buyers as well while optimizing the profitability of the seller. 
The study is divided into five chapters. 
Chapter-1 introduces the subject and discusses about the elements connected 
with customer satisfaction, Profitability, Optimization, Loyalty, Purchase and 
Repurchase intentions. The research work already done in these fields are 
given as references. 
Chapter-2 describes about the Textile industry operating parameters, market, 
quality requirement, and policy of the Government. 
Chapter-3 describes the methodology of research, the preparation of 
questionnaire, survey, profiles, dimensions and the hypotheses formed. 
Chapter-4 discusses about the analysis from the survey with their effort on 
Profile, Dimension, Satisfaction and interplay of the above and the satisfaction 
level of Loyal and Defecting customers. Through statistical tools the results are 
derived and are tabulated. The testing of hypotheses are carried out. 
Chapter-5 describes the findings of the analysis and the conclusions arrived. 
The conclusion on hypotheses are arrived. Two models for optimization of 
Profitability through customer satisfaction approach are formulated. The effect 
of optimization is collected from the published records of one company. The 
chapter summarises the findings and describes the scope for future research. 
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C H A P T E R - 1 
OPTIMISING PROFITABILITY AND CUSTOMER 
SATISFACTION -AN OVERVIEW 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
Industrial organisations in general and Textile nnachinery industry for spinning in 
particular is concentrated in its market structure with hardly four or five major 
manufacturers engaged in manufacturing and marketing the capital goods. 
With a view to meet the competition, the individual units try to make the product 
more unique and perfect with lot of new features added and with improvements. 
On the contrary the requirement of the Industry may be different and all value 
added features may not be required. What the Industry requires may lie 
elsewhere and hence an important expectation may go unnoticed. In this 
process, profitability of the organization suffers not only because of cost push 
and high price, but also the sales slow down resulting in reduced profits. A high 
level of quality and along with the requirements of customers are required to 
satisfy the customer and at the same time the economy of the operation, and 
return of investment are to be considered. 
Although the marketing concepts are same, there are differences in marketing 
methodologies and purchase behaviour of consumer goods and industrial 
goods. Mostly the customers are end users and they are widely disbursed and 
the volume of customer market is very high. The financial implications on 
purchase will not be high and the customers can switch over to the other 
product very easily. While the product in use condition like service, influence of 
the performance and end products do not occur. In addition the opinion of one 
customer is not likely to influence the other immediately. Marketing strategy 
stresses on keeping the customer informed and to maintain the awareness 
through advertisements. The market also focuses on the personal taste, 
popularity, social customs etc.. 
The taste of the individual changes with the changes occurring in society and 
hence leads to psychological consequences. Persons like to use the product 
for its basic utility, or for the sense of satisfaction it gives a value and status in 
society. The very feeling that the product is from a most admired brand gives 
him psychological satisfaction and in this case the psychological value that is 
attached to the product becomes important. 
In the case of industrial goods, customers utilize the products for specific 
applications to add value to the raw materials or products to be used by the 
customers in the downstream. In the industrial market, markets are relatively 
concentrated and channels of distribution are shorter. The buyers are well 
informed, highly organized, and sophisticated in purchasing techniques; and 
multiple influencers contribute different point of view to purchasing decisions. 
(Robert R. Reeder et al, 2003). A comparison between Industrial market & 
consumer market is shown in the Table - 1.1 below. As the table indicates 
considerable differences exist in 1) structure of the market 2) product usage 3) 
the nature of buying behaviour involved 4) the channel distribution 5) 
promotional variables and 6) pricing policies. 
TABLE-1.1 
INDUSTRIAL VERSUS CONSUMER -
MARKETING AREAS OF DIFFERENCES 
Market structure 
Products 
Buyer behaviour 
Decision making 
Channels 
Promotion 
Price 
Industrial Markets 
Geographically concentrated 
Relatively fewer buyers 
Oligopolistic competition 
Technical complexity 
Customized 
Service, delivery and 
Availability very important 
Functional involvement 
Rational / Task motives 
Predominate 
Technical expertise 
Stable relations 
Interpersonal relationships 
Reciprocity 
Distinct, observable stages 
Shorter, more direct, fewer 
linkages 
Emphasis on personal 
selling 
Competitive bidding, 
negotiating on complex 
purchases 
List phces on standard items 
Consumer Markets 
Geographically dispersed 
Mass markets 
Monopolistic competition 
Standardized 
Service, delivery, and 
availability somewhat 
important 
Family involvement 
Social/Psychological 
motives predominate 
Less technical expertise 
Non-personal 
relationships 
Unobservable, mental 
stages 
Indirect, multiple linkages 
Emphasis on advertising 
List prices 
(Robert R. Reeder et al, 2003) 
Buyers in Industrial markets are professionally trained and technically qualified. 
Purchasing decisions are made on the basis of compliance of specifications, 
cost effectiveness and dependability of the supply. Functional benefits involve 
product design characteristics, aspects that might be particularly attractive to 
technical personnel. Operational benefits focus on product attributes such as 
reliability and consistency and are usually demand important by manufacturing 
and quality control people. Financial benefits center on favourable credit terms 
and cost saving opportunities that are important to purchasing managers. 
Personal benefit involve such factors as reduced risk, organizational status, and 
the personal satisfaction of doing the job well. (Robert R. Reeder et al, 2003). 
Marketing is applicable to consumer goods and industrial goods. There are 
differences in the methodology requirement and application. The end users of 
the consumer goods are the customers who experience the performance of the 
product themselves. There is no further flow downstream after the consumer. 
The customer likes to purchase a product for his use and to derive the benefits 
by its usage. He likes to have this deal in a most effective way so that he gets 
the maximum benefit for the amount he parted with. This amount is not only the 
real amount, but also the amount he would have spent to know about the 
product, the process of acquiring and putting the product in service (the cost of 
maintaining it and the cost). The aim of any supplier will be to give the most 
cost effective product or in other words the product with high customer value. 
Investing in capital goods is costly. It calls for the financial discipline to 
calculate the return on investments, the cost of the product produced and 
requirement of infrastructure. Every product has a life cycle and during the time 
the recurring expenditure in the form of service occurs. In addition at the end of 
the life cycle, the product can be sold with a value to get returns. This value 
depends on the product image, service life and condition remaining and 
flexibility attached to the product for widening the utility. The buyers of the 
capital goods also go in for a process of collection of information about the 
product from their own experience, from the suppliers, competitors and also 
from other users. Thus the judgment for purchase and the process of decision 
are time consuming and also has a cost value. The customers do not like to 
regret for the decisions once the purchase is made. 
In the case of textile machinery users, in the case of this research - textile 
spinning machinery, have to satisfy the markets lying in the down stream where 
their product yarn are used to convert into finished products, woven cloth, 
knitted goods etc., which are consumed by the customers who are individuals 
and their psychic changes with the trends in society. Hence a high level of 
quality and features are required to satisfy different customers and at the same 
time the return on investment are to be considered. 
1.1 CUSTOMER SATISFACTION 
Satisfaction is a function of perceived performance and expectations. If the 
performance falls short of expectations, the customer is dissatisfied. If the 
performance matches expectations, the customer is satisfied. If the 
performance exceeds expectations the customer is highly satisfied or delighted. 
The fact is that high satisfaction or delight creates an emotional affinity with the 
brand, and this creates high customer loyalty. (Philip Kotler, 1997). Satisfied 
customers are more likely to want to maintain long-term relationship with the 
supplier. Many organisations are finding out, the economic worth of a customer 
over a long period of time is substantial. (Robert Woodruff and Sara F. Cardial, 
2000). No matter what the industry, whether in good times or lean the 
companies that achieve outstanding financial results are not necessarily the 
technology leaders or those with the lowest prices. The key to their success is 
doing an exceptional job of serving their customers. Customers with different 
characteristics have different needs and buying patterns, meaning the 
significance they attach to each value element differs. (Linday Geddes, 1993). 
There are four elements that affect customer satisfaction : 
1. the basic elements of the product and service that the customers expect 
all competitors to deliver 
2. basic support services such as customer assistance or order tracking 
that make the product or service incrementally more effective and easier 
to use 
3. a recovery process for counteracting bad experiences and 
4. extraordinary services that so excel in meeting customers' personal 
preferences, in appealing to their values or in solving their problems that 
they make the products or services seam customised (Thomas O. Jones 
and W. Earl Sasser Jr, 1995) 
Satisfaction is a person's feeling of pleasure or disappointment resulting fronn 
comparing a product's perceived performance (or outcome) in selection to his or 
her experience. As the definition makes clear, satisfaction is a function of 
perceived performance and expectations. Many companies are aiming for high 
satisfaction because customers who are just satisfied still find it easy to switch 
when a better offer comes along. Those are highly satisfied are much ready to 
switch. High satisfaction or delight creates an emotional affinity with the brand, 
nor just a rational preference. The result is higher customer loyalty. (Philip 
Kotler, 1997). Overall customer satisfaction is more fundamental indicator of 
the firm's past, current and future performance. The American customer 
satisfaction index is embedded in the system of cause and effect relationship 
shown in figure 1.1 which makes it the center piece in a chain of relationship 
running from the antecedents of overall customer satisfaction - expectation, 
perceived quality and value -to the consequences of overall customer 
satisfaction - voice & loyalty. (Claes Fornel et al, 1996). 
Figure -1.1 
The American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) IVIodel 
(Claes Fornel et al 1996 - Page 8) 
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Overall customer satisfaction has three antecedents : Perceived Quality, 
Perceived Value and Customer expectations. The first determinant is perceived 
quality or performance which is the served markets' evaluation of recent 
consumption experience, and is expected to have direct and positive effect on 
overall customer satisfaction. This prediction is initiative and fundamental to all 
economic activity. The second determinant is perceived value, or the perceived 
level of product quality relative to the price paid. The third determinant is the 
served markets' expectations. The served market's expectation represent both 
the served market's prior consumption experience with the firm's offering -
including non-experimental information available through sources such as 
advertising and word of mouth - and a forecast of the supplier's ability to deliver 
quality product in future. This role of expectation is important because the 
nature of ongoing relationship between a firm and its customer base is such that 
expected future quality is critical to overall customer satisfaction (Claes Fornel 
etal, 1996). 
Determining whether a product is satisfying or dissatisfying is essentially an 
evaluation process. The customer is required to make a performance 
judgment. Satisfaction is strictly tied to the customer's perception of product 
performance. Next perceived performance is compared with a standard 
representing the product performance that the customer expected. The 
comparison of perceived performance with the comparison standard results in 
disconfirmation or the difference between what was expected and what was 
received. If the performance falls well short of expectations the consumer will 
experience negative disconfirmation. If the product exceeds the comparison 
standards and thus represents superior or unexpectedly good product and this 
is known as positive disconfirmation. Satisfaction is then the evaluation or 
feeling that results from the disconfirmation process (Robert Woodruff and 
Sarah F. Gardial, 2000). 
Marketing is said to revolve around the customer with delivering satisfaction as 
its main objective. It is widely accepted among both researchers and 
practitioners that satisfaction occurs when the performance matches with (or 
exceeds) consumer expectations but not when performance falls short of 
expectations. Thus for a satisfaction response to take place, there should be 
either not be any discrepancy between expectations and performance at all, or 
only of a positive nature. Complete satisfaction can be said to be a state that a 
consumer finds himself in, after a consumption experience relating to a product 
(or service) when all his expectations and needs from the same, whether 
conscious or unconscious have been met and he desires nothing more from the 
product. There seem to be a threshold which determines the nature of the 
satisfaction response; once crossed it fetches high satisfaction. Going beyond 
a limit does not fetch additional satisfaction scores. At this point of satisfaction, 
more or less stops responding to further increases in positive disconfirmation 
and thus may be called the satisfaction points (Alok Saklani et al, 2000). 
Realising the benefits of loyalty requires an admission that not all customers are 
equal. In order to maximise loyalty and profitability a company must give its best 
value to its customers. That is, customers who generate superior profits for 
company should enjoy the benefits of that value creation. As a result they will 
become even more loyal and profitable. (Louise O' Brien and Charles Jones, 
1995). Customer focus promises to provide something traditional strategies 
never could - increasing return. The value an organization derives from 
products diminishes overtime, but the value of customer lock on can increase 
customers who lock on select the enterprise as their sole, dominant or first 
choice because of on going, superior value at low delivered cost. With lock-on, 
It is not the product that keeps the competitor away, nor is it the technology, it is 
the customers. (Sandra Vandermerie, 2000). 
By the late 1960s and early 1970s, and the emergence of global competition, 
capacity began to outstrip the demand. It became necessary to compete 
customer cash flows by adopting a competitive business model. Using industry 
and market - share data available for the first time, companies discovered a 
strong correlation between market share leadership and profitability. In mid 
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1980s all the business environment continued to evolve, the quality model was 
bom. Companies started to exploit ne\N capabilities for collecting and using 
information to compete on the quality of their products and services. Using new 
continuous - process improvement techniques, they identified and reduced the 
cost of rework, inefficiencies and waste. Companies also began to examine the 
costs incurred by suppliers and customers in an effort to reduce overall system 
costs and increase customer satisfaction (Alan W.H. Grant and Leonard A. 
Schlesinger, 1995). 
Dissatisfaction caught the attention of researchers much earlier than did 
'satisfaction' behaviour. Anderson duhng seventies revealed that there is a 
point beyond which consumers will not accept increasing disparity. Anderson 
(1973) concluded that when " this threshold of rejection is reached, consumers 
v/ill perceive the product less favourably. While Anderson considered only one 
extreme response of the consumer viz.. Rejection, which may represent the 
(-ve) negative end of the satisfaction continuum (i.e., total dissatisfaction), one 
could also look at the opposite end, viz., repeat buy, which must represent 
total(or complete) satisfaction from the same stand point. And just as different 
levels of negative gaps were held to reveal the threshold to total dissatisfaction, 
those for (+ve) positive gaps should help unveil the threshold to total 
satisfaction. In other words a threshold beyond which (positive) disconfirmation 
would generally, result in higher levels of satisfaction. (Alok Saklani et al, 2000). 
The confirmation / disconfirmation paradigm is widely accepted as a view of the 
process by which consumers develop feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
(CS/D). Because evaluation implies comparison of actual performance with 
some standard, three outcomes of this evaluation are possible. Confirmation 
occurs when performance matches the standard leading to neutral feeling. 
Performance better than the standard results in positive confirmation and in turn 
leads to satisfaction. Performance worse than the standard creates negative 
disconfirmation and then dissatisfaction. (Ernest R. Cadotte et al, 1987). The 
primary interest of any organisation is to maximize sales and market share in 
the most profitable way. Customer satisfaction, therefore is a means to an end 
- it is the way to retain customers. Getting customers to articulate their 
problems, provides an effective mechanism to increase satisfaction and brand 
loyalty (John Goodman and Steve Newman, 2003). Today's tougher customer 
expectations can make that proportion far higher and successful sales even 
more demanding. Current marketplace experience and data clearly indicate 
that what's most likely to close the sale in your favour is your customer 
perceived quality value in terms that directly meet today's - not yesterday's -
buyer expectations. (A.V. Feigenbaum, 2002). 
1.2 CUSTOMER EXPECTATION 
Customers in today's context are more demanding and they like to deal with 
the company who understands them, understands the dynamic situation , and 
who is sympathetic and has a zeal and technology to support the customers in 
understanding their values. Delivering value requires a clear understanding of 
exactly what kind of value is desired by customers. Importantly customer value 
is not inherent in products or services themselves; rather it is experienced by 
customers as a consequence of using the supplier's products and services for 
their own purposes.( Robert Woodruff and Sarah F. Gardial, 2000). 
Customers' expectations are always on the increase and have become more 
demanding. In the electronic age, on one hand the customers are more 
informed about the functions of the product and are being constantly 
bombarded with information from the competitors on the other hand. In 
Industrial market the purchaser becomes a supplier of his output and demand 
on them is further intensified. The Kano model (Thomas Pyzdek, 1999) shows 
that there is a basic level of quality that customers assume the products will 
have. 
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Figure -1.2 
(Thomas Pyzdek 1990, Page 143) 
The model shows that customers will be dissatisfied if their quality expectations 
are not met; satisfaction increases as more expectations are met. The exciting 
quality curve lies entirely in the satisfaction region. However providing basic 
quality is not enough. Conversely firms that seek to offer standard quality must 
constantly research customer expectation to determine the currently accepted 
quality levels. Competitive pressure will constantly raise customer expectation. 
Today's exciting quality is tomorrow's basic quality. Luxury of today is a 
necessity for tomorrow. Most companies think that they understand the 
customer and are satisfied with the focus they have. True customer focus 
means obtaining value for customers as well as obtaining value from customers 
(Thomas Pyzdek, 1999). 
Managing a line of products based on a rapidly developing innovative 
technology is extremely challenging due to the large number of decisions which 
must be made quickly (Bridges, Coughlan, and Kalish 1991). Managers must 
decide under dynamic conditions which technological features should be 
included in each product and how to price the various products in a product line. 
The difficulty of making these decisions is compounded by increasing 
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competition and customers' developing expectations regarding product 
technologies and prices. Because technological advances occur rapidly, 
offering both improved technological features and cost reductions, customers 
are likely to form expectations based on rates of change and to use them in 
decision making. They may anticipate improved technology and also expect 
new products to have lower prices. Failure to incorporate price expectations in 
the estimation of customer response has been shown to result in the 
miscalculation of price elasticity, leading to non-optimal pricing decisions (Doyle 
and Saunders 1985). It is important for managers to understand the role of 
customer expectations regarding both technology and price in ascertaining 
market shares for high-tech products. Norton and Bass (1987) observed that 
sales in a successful new generation of high-tech products tend to follow a 
diffusion pattern over time, both replacing previous generation products through 
technological substitution, and obtaining new adoptions in markets opened up 
by the technological advance. Furthermore, Norton and Bass (1992) found that 
each generation within a product category tends to have diffusion parameters 
that are not significantly different from those of the previous generation. 
Therefore, at a given point in a generation's life cycle, product adoption is 
thought to depend on criteria similar to those used in the previous generation at 
the same point in the life cycle; for example, new personal computers based on 
the latest technology may compete on processor speed and other product 
features, while personal computers representing an eariier (but still extant) 
generation may compete on the basis of price. Consequently, customer 
expectations for a high-tech product's price and technological attributes will 
depend on which generation it is associated with. (Eileen Bridges et al, 1995). 
1.3 CUSTOMER BEHAVIOUR 
Consumer affect and cognition refer to two types of mental responses 
consumers have to stimuli and events in their environments. Affect refers to the 
feelings about stimuli and events, such as whether they like or dislike a product. 
Cognition refers to their thinking such as their beliefs about a particular product. 
Affect includes emotions such as frustration, satisfaction etc., Cognition refers 
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to mental structures and process involved in thinking understanding, and 
interpreting stimuli and events (Paul Peter and Jerry C. Olson, 1999). The 
consequence of the above is the behaviour because it is the only that 
determines the purchase actions. It is critical for the company to understand 
the behaviour and form the strategy for offering the products and increasing the 
revenue. The consumers are not alone and they are in environment which is 
external to them and this influences the decision making process of the 
consumer. Consumers acquire knowledge about the products by their direct 
involvement or through external environment. Companies are very much 
interested that right type of knowledge should be acquired by consumer that will 
influence the purchasing decisions. In the case of capital goods, this 
knowledge and understanding are of paramount importance since the 
investments made are high. Consumers can have three types of product 
knowledge - knowledge about the attributes or characteristics of products, the 
positive consequences or benefits of using the products and the values the 
product help consumers satisfy or achieve. Marketers should understand these 
three types or levels of consumers product knowledge to develop effective 
marketing strategies (Paul Peter and Jerry C. Olson, 1999). 
Several studies have documented strong relationship between product 
satisfaction and product - elicited emotions, suggesting that considerable 
overlap exists in the processes that underlie consumption emotion and 
satisfaction. Thus it appears that conceptually and empirically product 
satisfaction is naturally tied to cognitive judgments and to affective reactions 
elicited in consumption (Haim Mano and Richard L. Oliver, 1993). Consumers 
decide whether to make a purchase, and which purchase to make, by weighing 
the cost benefits of alternatives. The terminology used to describe these 
decisions - trade offs, attributes, choices, decision rules - reveal a particular 
view of behaviour. Consumers are seen as dispassionate information 
processors, evaluating alternatives in a boundly rational fashion and effortlessly 
implementing decisions (Betman James R, 1979). A more complete 
understanding of consumer behaviour must recognise that people are 
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influenced both by long-term rational concerns and by more short-term 
emotional factors. (Stephen J. Hoch et al, 1991). When examining the 
theoretical and analytical importance of the link between attribute - level 
performance and overall satisfaction, it is important to recognise that the 
relationship could be asymmetric. One unit of negative performance on the 
attribute could have a greater effect on overall satisfaction or purchase 
intentions than a corresponding unit of positive performance. Similarly in a 
given set of attributes negative performance on a single attribute could 
ovenweigh positive performance of many other attributes combined. Oliver 
(1993) finds that (1) attribute level satisfaction and dissatisfaction significantly 
affect the overall satisfaction with a product and service and (2) attribute 
dissatisfaction has larger weight than attribute satisfaction for the product but 
not for the service (Vikas Mittal et al, 1998). 
In searching for salient attributes, companies should try to keep in mind two 
important but easily overlooked traits. First, as noted eariier, some attributes 
are intrinsic to the physical product itself, whereas others are defined by the 
way a segment of customers uses the product. Second, every product is 
imperfect - that is, it has at least some attributes that customers tolerate 
because, on balance, the product serves their needs better than any existing 
alternative. 
Psychologically, a one-unit loss is weighted more than an equal amount of gain. 
In a satisfaction context, negative outcomes on attribute performance should 
carry more weight in the overall satisfaction judgment than equal amounts of 
positive outcomes on attribute performance. For example, if a car's mileage 
were to decrease by 10 miles per gallon, it would have a grater impact on the 
overall satisfying judgment than if the car's mileage were to increase by 10 
miles per gallon. Thus, negative performance on an attribute will loom larger 
than positive performance on the same attribute. (Vikas Mittal et al, 1998). 
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Research in the customer - satisfaction shows that there is a positive 
relationship between satisfaction and repurchase intentions (Oliver 1980) and a 
negative relationship between satisfaction and complaint intentions (Newman 
and Werbal, 1973) & (Richins, 1983). However, the impact of regret on such 
behavioural intentions has not been investigated in the literature. Regret may 
influence behavioural intentions such that they may not solely be determined by 
satisfaction (Thibault and Kelley, 1959). Outcomes may be evaluated not only 
according to whether they meet a predetermined level of expectation but also 
relative to alternatives available in the market place and such evaluations are 
likely to influence repurchase intentions. If the foregone alternative outperforms 
the chosen alternative, the consumer may very well intend to switch to the 
foregone alternative at the next purchase occasion even if he or she is highly 
satisfied with the chosen alternative. Thus both satisfaction and regret are likely 
to directly influence repurchase intentions (Michael Tsiros and Vikas Mittal, 
2000). 
Consumer behaviour reflects the totality of consumers' decisions with respect to 
the acquisition, consumption, and disposition of goods, services, time and ideas 
by (human) decision making units (overtime). Consumer behaviour involves 
understanding that acquisition, consumption, and disposition can occur 
overtime in a dynamic sequence. In other words, usage of an offering is often a 
logical outcome of acquisition, disposition, in turn follows from a certain level of 
usage, and finally, disposition sets the stage for future acquisition. Consumer 
behaviour does not necessarily the action of a single individual, instead many 
people could be in consumer behaviour (Wayne D. Hoyer and Deborah J. Mac 
Innis, 1999). The American Marketing Association defines consumer behaviour 
as "the dynamic interaction of affect, and cognition, behaviour, and the 
environment by which human being conduct the exchange aspects of their lives. 
In other words consumer behaviour involves the thoughts and feelings people 
experience and the actions they perform in consumption process. It also 
includes all the things in the environment that influence these thoughts, feelings 
and actions. These include comments from other consumers, advertisements, 
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price, information, packaging, product appearance and many others. It is 
important to recognize from this definition that consumer behaviour is dynamic, 
involves interactions and involves exchanges. (Paul Peter and Jerry C. Olson, 
1999). Among the various antecedents of satisfaction (e.g., expectation, 
performance, and disconfirmation) performance of the purchased brand is found 
to be the most diagnostic determinant of satisfaction. However, recent research 
suggests that performance of the foregone brand Is also needed to fully explain 
purchase behaviour. Specially, these studies demonstrate that the comparison 
between the chosen and foregone alternative can influence consumer 
behaviour. If the comparison is unfavourable (foregone brand performs better 
than chosen brand), the consumer will experience regret, whereas if it is 
favourable (foregone brand performs worse than chosen brand), the consumer 
will experience rejoicing. This experience regret may lead to brand switching 
even when consumers are satisfied with the purchased brand. For satisfaction 
the comparison is between expected and actual performance, whereas for 
regret the comparison is between the performance of the chosen and foregone 
alternatives. (Michael Tsiros and Vikas Mittal, 2000). 
1.4 CUSTOMER VALUE 
Customer value is the customers' perception of what they want to have happen 
(i.e., the consequences) in a specific use situation, with the help of the product 
or service offering in order to accomplish a desired goal. There are three 
important elements of this definition. Products are means of accomplishing the 
customers' purpose. The purpose of the product use can be broadly classified 
as Value in use or Possession value. Products create value through the 
delivery of consequences rather than through their inherent characteristics. 
Customers' value judgments are highly influenced by and best determined 
within the constraints of a particular use situation. (Robert Woodruff and Sarah 
F. Gardial, 2000). Creating value and more specifically, customer value is 
increasingly seen as the next source of competitive advantage (Robert 
Woodruff, 1997). Value has been approached from many different 
perspectives. Most are derived from the field of economics. These include 
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exchange utility and labour value theories, as well as marketing, accounting and 
finance. Furthermore, the considerable strategy and organisational behaviour 
literature on competitive advantage are closely linked to value concepts and 
preferential choice. Value also has roots in psychology and social psychology. 
(Adrien Payne and Sueholt, 2001). The core concept of marketing is a 
transaction. A transaction is the exchange of values between two parties. The 
things - of values need not be limited to goods, services and money. They 
include other resources such as time, energy and feelings ( Philip Kotler, 
1972). 
Value is what customers perceive, and so every organisation must find ways to 
draw out from customers how they see the value-now and in the future. A 
competitive advantage may come from sound "Choose the value" decisions as 
well perhaps this facts explains why many companies are returning to the core 
competencies in order to compete more effectively (Robert Woodruff and Sarah 
F. Gardial, 2000). Value exchange is operating on an entirely new playing field. 
These organisations do not evaluate their performance based on comparisons 
with last year's figures or with their competitors. They define their target 
customer base, quantify the current and full potential value of these relationship 
and commit the entire company to closing the gap between the two (Alan W.H 
Grant and Leonard A. Schlasinger, 1995) Customer delivered value is the 
difference between total customer value and total customer cost. Total 
customer value is the bundle of benefits customers expect from a given product 
or service. Total customer cost is the bundle of costs customers expect to incur 
in evaluating, obtaining and using the product or service. The buyers will buy 
from the firm that they perceive to offer the highest customer delivered value. 
Buyers operate under various constraints and occasionally make choices that 
give more weight to their personal benefit . However delivered -value 
maximization is a useful framework that applies to many situations and yield 
rich insights (Philip Kotler, 1997). 
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Chart shows determination of customers delivered value. 
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delivered 
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Figure -1.3 
(Philip Kotler, 1997, Page 39) 
Value elements are anything that affect the costs and benefits of the offering in 
customer's business. These elements may be technical , economic, service or 
social in nature and will vary in tangibility. The essence of customer value 
management is to deliver superior value and get an equitable return for it, both 
of which depend on value assessment. (James C. Anderson and James A. 
Narus, 1998). In the market people often misunderstand value and price. 
Value today is often misunderstood to mean low price or bundled price. The 
real essence of value resolves around the trade off between the benefits 
consumers receive from a product or service and the price that they pay. 
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Figure -1.4 - Price, Benefits and Value 
(Art Weinstein and William Johnson, 199, Page 85) 
From a customer's stand point, price only has meaning when paired with the 
benefits delivered, both tangible and psychological. Moreover consumer value 
assessments are often comparative. Value judgments by consumers as to 
worth and desirability of the product or service are made relative to competitive 
substitutes that satisfy the same need (Art Weinstein and William C. Johnson, 
1999). Customer satisfaction is achieved when superior customer value is 
delivered by the business. Firms do not exist to provide a product or service 
because it is neither efficient nor effective for buyers to attempt to satisfy all 
their needs themselves. Superior performance is the result of providing 
superior customer value; it is not end in itself. (Stanley F. Slater and John C. 
Narver, 1997). Customer value is created when the benefits to the customer 
associated with a product or a service exceed the offering's life-cycle costs to 
the customer. Benefits are made tangible for the commercial customer through 
increased unit sales or increased margins. Life-cycle costs include search 
costs, operating costs, and disposal costs, as well as purchase price. A 
position of superior customer value is achieved when the seller creates more 
value for the customer than does a competitor. A seller creates superior value 
when the customer's NPV from purchasing the seller's offering is greater than 
the NPV from purchasing any competitor's offering. A seller has a competitive 
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advantage when he or she creates superior customer value and when he or she 
also has a positive NPV from the transaction or from the entire product line It is 
unlikely that the second condition will be achieved if the first condition is not. 
(Stanley F. Slater & John C. Narver, 1997). 
Customers - especially those whose costs are driven by what they purchase -
increasingly look to purchasing as a way to increase profits and therefore 
pressure suppliers to reduce prices. To persuade customers to focus on total 
costs rather than simply on acquisition price, a supplier must have an accurate 
understanding of what its customers value and would value. Value in business 
markets is the worth in monetary terms of the technical, economic, service and 
social benefits a customer company receives in exchange for the price it pays 
for market offering (James C. Anderson and James A. Narus, 1998). Creating 
value, and more specifically, customer value is increasingly seen as the next 
source of competitive advantage. Value has been approached from many 
different perspectives. Most are derived from the field of economics. These 
include exchange, utility and labour value theories, as well as marketing, 
accounting and finance. Furthermore, the considerable strategy and 
organisation behaviour literature on competitive advantage is closely linked to 
value concepts and preferential choice. Value also has roots in psychology and 
social psychology. Although recent research on value in marketing is based on 
the concept of trade off, this is derived from the economic theory of utility. This 
economies -based view of value, states that consumers spend their income so 
as to maximize the satisfaction they get from products (Adrian Payne and 
Sueholt, 2001). 
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1.4.1 Customer Value hierarchy 
The hierarchy says that products and more specifically how products relate to 
customers can be represented by three levels : Attributes, Consequences and 
Desired end states. 
a) Attributes 
The customer defines the product in terms of its attributes what the product / 
service is, its features, and its component parts or activities. Attributes are 
typically what would be mentioned if a customer was asked to describe a 
product. 
b) Consequences 
The consequences are the result from product use. Consequences are the 
results and experience that accrue to the customer as a result of product 
consumption and possession. Consequences of product use can be both 
positive and negative. 
c) Desired end states 
The desired end states are the user's core values, purposes and goals. They 
are the ultimate ends that are served by the product or service means. 
(Robert Woodruff and Sarah F. Cardial, 2000). 
1.4.2 Relationship between customer value and Satisfaction 
Value (and value hierarchies) capture the relationship between the product, the 
user, and his or her goals and purposes in a specific use situation. Satisfaction 
in contrast measures a different relationship, the relationship between the 
product's actual performance and a performance standard. As such satisfaction 
captures the customer's response to a particular organizational offering - how 
the customer feels about the value received. In essence it is a measure of how 
well an organisation's value creation efforts are aligned with its customer's 
value requirement (Robert Woodruff and Sarah F. Cardial, 2000). 
21 
1.5 CUSTOMER LOYALTY 
Customer loyalty Is a feeling of attachment to or affection for a company's 
people, product and service. These feelings manifest themselves in many 
forms of customer behaviour. The ultimate measures of course is share of 
purchase. Researchers opined that depending on the industry Companies may 
have access for information on various transactions at the customer level and 
can measure five categories that show actual purchasing behaviour, recency, 
frequency, amount, retentive and longevity. Customer reference, endorsement 
and spreading the world are extremely important form of consumer behaviour 
for a company. Word of mouth is one of the most important factors in acquiring 
new customer. To get positive word of mouth organization must develop 
customer satisfaction as their privileged aim. 
Although the customer-centered firm seeks to create high customer satisfaction, 
its main goal is not to maximise customer satisfaction. Spending more to 
increase customer satisfaction might divert funds from increasing the 
satisfaction of other partners. The company might be able to increase 
profitability by means of other than increased satisfaction (for example 
improving manufacturing process or investing in R & D). (Philip Kotler, 2000). 
Today's customers are harder to please. They are smarter, more price 
conscious, more demanding, less forgiving, and approached by more 
competitors, with equal or better offers. The challenge, according to Jeffrey 
Gitomer, is not to produce satisfied customers; several competitors can do this. 
The challenge is to produce loyal customers (Jefferey Gitomer, 1998). 
Customer - intimate suppliers discover how to provide complete solutions to 
customers' needs. In doing so they become indispensable partners, often 
merging their operations with those of customers. They take a major stake in 
their customers ultimate success. Customer intimate companies bring an 
entirely fresh perspective. They discover unsuspected problems, detect 
unrealized potential, and create a dynamic synergy with customers. In the 
interpretation of their operations, suppliers become more than merely useful. 
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They become indispensable. (Fred Wiersema, 1996). Of the customers who 
register a complaint 54 to 70 % will do business again with the organisation if 
their complaint is resolved. The figure goes up to a staggering 95% if the 
customer feels that the complaint was resolved quickly. Customers who have 
complained to an organisation and had their complaints satisfactorily resolved 
tell an average of five people about the good treatment they received. (Philip 
Kotler, 2000). A shift in emphasis from satisfaction to loyalty appears to be a 
worthwhile change in strategy for most of the firms because business 
understand the profit impact of having a loyal customer base, as demonstrated 
by figures provided by the associate of Bain & Company. Reichheld (1996) 
Reichheld & Sasser (1990) has summarised these data, reporting that the net 
present value increase in profit that results from a 5 % increase in customer 
retention varies between 25 & 95% over 14 Industries. Moreover others have 
noted that the relative costs of customer retenion are substantially less than 
those of acquisition (Fornell and Wernerfelt,1987). Satisfaction is the 
consumer's sense that consumption provides outcomes against a standard of 
pleasure versus displeasure. For satisfaction to affect loyalty, frequent or 
cumulative satisfaction is required so that individual satisfaction episodes 
become aggregated or blended. (Richard L. Oliver, 1999). 
Except in few rare instances complete customer satisfaction is the key to 
securing customer loyalty and generating superior long term financial 
performance. (Thomas O. Jones and W. Earl Sasser Jr, 1995). The central 
thrust of marketing activities of a firm is often viewed in terms of development, 
maintenance or enhancement of customers' loyalty towards its product and 
services. Although most marketing research on loyalty has focused on 
frequently purchased packaged goods(brand loyalty), the loyalty concept is 
important to Industrial goods (vendor loyalty), services (service loyalty). Indeed 
customer loyalty constitutes an underlying objective for strategic market 
planning. (Kotler, 1984) and represents an important basis for developing a 
sustainable competitive advantage- an advantage that can be realised through 
marketing efforts. In the present environment of increasing Global competition 
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with rapid market entry of innovative products, on the one hand, and maturity 
conditions in certain product markets , on the other, the task of managing loyalty 
has emerged as focal management challenge.(Alan S. Dick and Kunal Basu, 
1994). A company's most loyal customers are also its most profitable 
customers. With each additional year of a relationship, customers become less 
costly to serve. Over the time the loyalty life cycle plays out, loyal customers 
even become business builders : buying more, paying premium prices, and 
bringing new customers through referrals. (Louise O' Brien and Charles Jones, 
1995). 
In summary, superior brand performance outcomes such as greater market 
share and a premium price (relative to the leading competitor) may result from 
greater customer loyalty. This loyalty, in turn, may be determined by trust in the 
brand and by feelings or affect elicited by the brand. Brand loyalty leads to 
certain marketing advantages such as reduced marketing costs, more new 
customers, and greater trade leverage. (Arjun Chaudhuri and Morris B. 
Holbrook, 2001). Loyalty is described as "a deeply held commitment to rebuy 
or repatronize a preferred product / service consistently in the future, thereby 
causing repetitive same - brand or same brand - set purchasing, despite 
situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause 
switching behaviour". (Richard Oliver 1999). Behavioural, or purchase, loyalty 
consists of repeated purchases of the brand, whereas attitudinal brand loyalty 
includes a degree of dispositional commitment in terms of some unique value 
associated with the brand. (Arjun Chaudhuri and Morris B. Holbrook, 2001). 
The longer customers are retained by a company, the more profitable they 
become, because of increased purchase, reduced operating costs, referrals, 
price premiums and reduced customer acquisition costs. Some customers will 
have higher life time values because the insight, they provide to the company 
may result in a new capabilities that can be applied to other customers (Joseph 
Pine II B et al, 1995). The implicit assumption often made is that adding or 
enhancing an attribute will increase customer satisfaction which in turn will 
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increase repurchase loyalty. That is not necessarily the case. For some 
attributes relatively large increase of satisfaction are accompanied by rather 
small increases in repurchase loyalty and the company never really recovers 
the costs. It is crucial to identify and invest in only those positive attributes 
whose enhancement will yield positive net present values. (Ian C. MacMillan 
and Rita Gunter Mcgrath, 1996). 
Loyalty is measured by repurchase intention and price tolerance (for satisfied 
customers). Presumably customers take both price and quality into account as 
they form an overall evaluation about a product's performance. To avoid a 
confounding of the two, each was measured in light of the other - perceived 
performance is thus measured by price (given quality) and quality (given price). 
A direct measure of switching barriers is very difficult to obtain. All costs 
(financial, psychological, learning etc.,) associated with deserting one supplier is 
favour of another constitute switching barriers. The nature of those barriers can 
be very different in different industries (Claes Fornell, 1992). In the final 
analysis, the company that will survive and flourish over the long term is the one 
that continually works to understand the relationship between satisfaction and 
loyalty for each of its customers, for each of the business units, and for each of 
the industries in which it competes. (Thomas O. Jones and W. Earn Sasser Jr, 
1995). Satisfaction is a fairly temporal post usage state for one time 
consumption or a repeatedly experienced state for ongoing consumption that 
reflects how the product or service has fulfilled its purpose. From the 
perspectives of the firm satisfaction is delivered to the customers. Loyalty in 
contrast is an attained state of enduring preference to the point of determined 
defence (Richard L. Oliver, 1999). 
1.6 CUSTOMER SERVICE 
Marketing mixture is the set of marketing tools that the firm uses to pursue is 
marketing objectives in the market. McCarthy classified these tools in to four 
broad groups that he called the Four Ps of marketing i.e., Product, Price, Place, 
Promotion, McCarthy (1996) The four Ps represent the sellers view of the 
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marketing tools available for influencing buyers. Robert Laurterborn (1990) 
suggested that the Four Ps correspond to the customer Four Cs. 
Four Ps Four Cs 
Product 
Price 
Place 
Promotion 
Customer solution 
Customer cost 
Convenience 
Communication 
Winning companies will be those who can meet customer needs economically 
and conveniently and with effective communication (Philip Kotler, 2000). 
Delivering quality of service is considered as an essential strategy for success 
and survival of today's competitive environment. The issue of highest priority 
today involves understanding the impact of service quality on profit and other 
financial outcomes of the organisation. Customers perceiving service 
performance to be inferior are likely to exhibit behaviours signalling they are 
poised to leave the company or spend less with the company (Valarie A. 
Zeithml et al, 1996). Oliver (1981) argues that satisfaction is characterised by 
the service a customer experiences after a purchase (i.e., service encounter) 
and that this surprise eventually becomes an input to a less dynamic attitude. 
Consequently satisfaction can be considered to influence the customer's 
evaluation of service quality, purchase intentions and behaviour. Parasuraman 
et al, (1985,1988) consider that a customer's assessment of overall service 
quality depends on the gap between expectations and perceptions of actual 
performance levels. They propose that overall service quality is evaluated on 
five underlying dimensions tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance and 
empathy. (Smith N. Bolton and James H. Drew, 1991). 
Until recently most managers associated quality with manufactured goods and 
production. However during the 1980s there emerged a broad definition of 
quality that included service as well as goods. Customers also form perceptions 
of quality during service transactions-how effectively and efficiently the service 
was delivered and the speed and convenience of completing the transaction 
(Art Weinsteia and William C. Johnson, 1999). There appears to be threshoW 
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of service for affecting customer behaviour when satisfaction rose above a 
certain threshold, repurchase loyalty climbed rapidly. In contrast when 
satisfaction fell below a different threshold, customer loyalty declined equally 
rapidly. However between these thresholds, loyalty was relatively flat. I believe 
this threshold framework applies to a wide variety of service situations. (Valrie 
A ZeithamI et al, 1996). 
Research on the relationship between service quality and profits has begun to 
accumulate, and one thing is clear: The link between service quality and profits 
is neither straight-fonward nor simple. Companies offering superior service 
achieve higher-than-normal market share growth that the mechanisms by which 
service quality influences profits include increased market share and premium 
prices and that businesses in the top quintile of relative service quality on 
average realize an 8% higher price than their competitors (Valarie A. ZeithamI 
et al, 1996). A customer who does not complain to the firm when dissatisfied is 
of special concern to management for several reasons. First, the company 
loses the opportunity to remedy the problem and retain a customer (Hirschman 
1970). Second, the firm's reputation can be damaged from negative word-of-
mouth actions taken by dissatisfied customers (Richins 1983), resulting in the 
loss of potential and current customers. Finally, the firm is deprived of valuable 
feedback about the quality of its product or service (Fornell et al, 1987), 
impeding its ability to identify quality variances and make improvements (Nancy 
Stephens and Kevin P. Gwinner, 1998). 
Organizations are facing more intense customer service pressures than ever 
before. When a service failure occurs, the organization's response has the 
potential either to restore customer satisfaction and reinforce loyalty or to 
exacerbate the situation and drive the customer to a competing firm. Service 
recovery refers to the actions an organisation takes in response to a service 
failure . Recovery management is considered to have a significant impact on 
customer evaluations, because customers are usually more emotionally 
involved in and observant of recovery service than in routine or first-time sen/ice 
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and are often more dissatisfied by an organization's failure to recover than by 
the service failure itself. (Amy K. Smith et al, 1999). The relationship between 
service and profits took time to verify part of the delay due to unfounded 
expectation that the connection was simple and direct. Mere expenditures on 
service are not what let to profit; instead spending on the right variables and 
proper execution are responsible (Valarie A. ZeithamI, 2000). 
Sometimes those (disgruntled) customers whom you make that extra effort to 
gain back become the most loyal customers that you have. The reasoning 
underlying this view seems to be that a service problem gives a company the 
opportunity to demonstrate its commitment to customer service through 
excellent recovery efforts. On the other hand, empirical evidence suggests that 
service failures may weaken the customer-company bond even when the 
problem is resolved satisfactorily. A plausible explanation for this finding is that 
satisfactory problem - resolution service, though perhaps pleasing to 
customers, does not cause them to forget the service failure. (Valarie A. 
ZeithamI et al, 1996). The competitive marketplace is driving all firms to 
incorporate services within their key offerings to customers. These two 
scenarios illustrate the very different ways the same service need can be 
fulfilled traditionally or through technology enhancement. Complaints are 
necessary to institute a recovery effort. Without complaints, a firm may be 
unaware that problems exist and do nothing to appease unhappy customers. 
"The greatest barrier to effective service recovery and organizational learning is 
the fact that only 5 percent to 10 percent of dissatisfied customers choose to 
complain following a service failure" (Mary Jo Bitner et al, 2000). 
Recent marketing research regarding customers' attitudes toward services has 
focused on perceived service quality. Perceived service quality is defined as 
the customer's assessment of the overall excellence or superiority of the 
service. A customer's assessment of overall service quality depends on the 
gap between expectations and perceptions of actual performance levels. They 
propose that overall service quality is evaluated on five underlying dimensions : 
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tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy. They propose 
that each quality dimension can be quantified by obtaining measures of 
expectations and perceptions of performance levels for service attributes 
relevant to each dimension, calculating the difference between expectations 
and perceptions of actual performance on these attributes, and then averaging 
across attributes. (Smith N. Bolton & James H. Drew, 1991). 
For the industrial product, there are services like guarantee, warranty, 
maintenance etc., to give them life cycle benefit of the performance. Thus 
Information, communication, counseling, choice, delivery, availability, quality, 
price dependability, time and place appear as basic elements of Customer 
Service. 
The benefits derived from customer satisfaction approach are, 
It leads to customer satisfaction 
It builds loyal customers 
It brings repeated business 
It protects from price competition 
It creates better image etc., 
In industrial products, the following dimensions play a great role from the 
customer point of view in actual use. These satisfaction arrived by the 
customer on these dimensions determine the Purchase and Repurchase 
intentions. 
Productivity 
Performance 
Features 
Quality 
Maintenance 
User friendliness 
After Sales Service 
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a) Productivity 
Productivity is usually defined as the amount of output related to input 
resources. The cogent output measure is the product that is usable by 
customers (acceptable) not the total output (acceptable and not acceptable). 
Quality of conformance has a major effect on sales revenue through market 
share and premium price. Increasing the quality of conformance lowers costs 
achieved by improving quality of conformance can pay for additional product 
features to achieve a higher quality of design. Giving customers, additional 
features without an increase in price will provide the fuel for higher customer 
demand and higher sales revenue (Peter J. Brust, 2002). The product or 
machine should be available for operation through out the working time and 
should be performing the stated needs. The total time in the operative state is 
the sum of the time spent in active use and in the standby state. The 
proportion of time that a product is available for use depends on freedom from 
failures and robust design that takes care of the reliability. In today's operation 
the productivity is aimed to be higher than 90 % in Industries. 
b) Performance 
When a product is delivered it has to perform the stated tasks with the nght kind 
of output handling the required raw material for conversion and value addition. 
It should be in a position to accommodate the variance that occur in the material 
and process and to facilitate ease of operation. The customers' demand varies 
based on the market need and the performance should be such that it can be 
accommodated. 
c) Features 
Every product has a core value to deliver. Based on the expectations more 
features are added on to the product to give improved performance, improved 
quality level, flexibility of operation, measure of control etc., Some of the 
features may not be required by some target market and hence the customers 
may not be inclined to have this value addition. At the same time there will be 
30 
a competitors' pressure on the company to introduce the feature. Hence a 
balanced approach is required to match the cost and benefit. 
d) Quality 
Quality is customer satisfaction. Fitness of use is an alternate definition 
(J.M. Juran and Frank M Gryna). Quality is the totality of features and 
characteristics of a product or service that bear on its ability to satisfy the 
stated and implied needs. In respect of capital goods like machinery it should 
perform meeting all the specifications drawn out for the machine. There must 
be a product excellency connected with the manufactured such that the quality 
level is achieved consistent at the economical cost. The most customers quality 
means those features of the products which respond to customer needs. In 
addition, quality means freedom from deficiencies, as well as good customer 
service if deficiencies do occur. One comprehensive definition for the above is 
"fitness for use" (J.M. Juran and Frank M. Gryna, 1988). 
e) Maintenance 
In actual use the product is liable to be out of operation for various reasons like 
breakdown of parts, failure of a system, wear and consequent damage etc. The 
product has to be re-commissioned with ease and within a short time so that 
the operative time can be increased. Any breakdown is a loss. It adds to the 
problem as the whole operation is thrown out of gear. Apart from the 
competency of repair, the ease with which it is put into operation is very 
important. Maintainability is often specified in quantitative form such as mean 
time to repair and is the time needed to perform repair work assuming spare 
part and expertise and resources are available. 
The need for continuity of service has also stimulated much effort to improve 
the maintenance of long life products. The term 'maintainability' has been 
adopted as an expression of the ease with which maintenance can be 
conducted. Maintenance requires the time of technicians, spare parts, 
expendable suppliers, and other costs. Hence multiple measures of 
maintenance have been developed to correspond to these mu/trpte factors. Of 
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these measures, those that are time oriented are regarded as most important, 
because so much human activity remains disturbed until service is restored. 
The measures of maintainability actually in use include : 
Mean time to repair 
Probability of restoring service in the time period specified 
Meantime for scheduled maintenance (this is often subdivided between 
the inspecting and the servicing). 
(J.M. Juran and Frank M. Gryna, 1988) 
f) User Friendliness 
An operator or any person associated with the machine has to be in contact 
with the machine throughout his working time. A man machine relationship 
exists in this activity. The operation of the machine should be such that it calls 
for a minimum effort and strain on the part of the operator by means of the 
systems, features, controls and access to the critical parts should be with 
minimum amount of physical strains such as bending, stretching etc. Thus the 
machine should have been ergonomically designed. In addition the colour and 
contour of the machinery should be such that it should be giving a pleasing 
atmosphere to the persons who are in contact with machine. Hence user 
friendliness plays an important role in the selection and application of the 
machinery. 
g) After Sales Service 
When a product is purchased the customers look for the supplier for service, to 
give value addition and trouble shooting. When a complaint is lodged the speed 
with which the supplier responds determines the customer satisfaction. In 
addition the customers expect value addition from the supplier starting from 
project commencement stage till implementation and running. Time, speed, 
complaint resolution, knowledge, and empathy are the key factors in service. 
The aim of the Customer Satisfaction / Service approach seems to match the 
effect at every stage and through a systematic feedback monitor and modify the 
efforts so that the ultimate satisfaction of the customer is guaranteed. Also 
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profitability is protected in this way Customer Service / Customer satisfaction 
functions like a control system. The control system has attracted quite a few 
researchers. Several of them have examined and contributed to control theory. 
Essentially all control system have input, throughput and output elements and 
monitoring feed back system. 
1.7 PROFITABILITY 
Profits from customer relationships are the lifeblood of all business. And at the 
most basic level, these profits can be increased in only three ways. The first is 
to acquire new customers - increase the number of people who use a product 
or service. The second is to enhance the profitability of existing customers - to 
motivate people to engage in behaviours that generate high returns. The third 
is to extend the duration of customer relationships - to maintain those 
enhanced behaviours for a longer time (Alan W.H. Grant and Leonard A. 
Schlesinger, 1995). 
The operationalization of business profitability or the broader concept of 
performance has been a topic of discussion and debate. Typically Business 
Profitability has been measured in terms of Return on Sales (ROS). Each of 
these indicators are not equivalent, although they tend to be correlated (Ajay K. 
Kohli et al, 1990). Now ROI (or RONA or ROCE and so forth) has two 
components a numerator - net income - and a denominator - investment net 
assets or capital employed. To increase the numerator top management must 
have a point of view about where, the new opportunities are, must be able to 
anticipate changing customer needs, must have invested preemptively in 
building new competencies and so on. (Gary Hamel and C.K. Prahlad, 1994). 
There are some disconcerting finds from a bank profitability study. "We have 
found that anywhere from 20 to 40% of an individual institution's products are 
unprofitable and upto 60% of their account generates loss. Our research has 
shown that in most firms more than half of all customer relationships are not 
profitable and 30 to 40% are only marginally so. It is frequently a mere 10 to 
15% of a firm's relationship that generate the bulk profits". Clearly companies 
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need to measure the profitability of their various products, territories, customer 
groups, segments, trade channels and order sizes. This information will help 
management determine whether any products or marketing activities should be 
expanded, reduced or eliminated (Philip Kotler, 1997). The goal of any 
business firm should be to maximize shareholders value through increased 
profits, not to maximise the costs of doing business. Improved quality often 
leads to improvement in market share or higher prices. As a firm's reputation of 
quality excellence spreads through the market place, new revenues may be 
generated (John R. Miller and John S. Morris, 2000). Customers are 
fundamentally changing the dynamics of market place. The market has 
become a forum in which consumers play an active role in creating the 
competing for value. The distinguishing feature of this new market place is that 
consumers become a new source of competence for the corporation. The 
competence that customers bring is a function of knowledge and skills they 
possess, their willingness to learn and experiment and their ability to engage in 
active dialogue. (Prahlad C.K. and Venkatram Ramasamy, 2000). 
Customer profitability is the net dollar contribution made by individual customers 
to an organisation. Knowledge of customer profitability can improve decision-
making for many aspects of marketing including product and service 
developments, pricing, and all forms of marketing communication including 
promotion and personal selling. Ultimately customer profitability provides a 
metric for the allocation of marketing resources to consumers and market 
segments (Francis J. Mulhern, 1999). Profits depend principally on the volume 
of sale, cost of manufacturing, cost of service after sales and cost of attracting 
new customers. Volume of sale occurs due to, 
a) Repurchase 
b) New purchase 
The decision for the purchase varies in both the cases especially in the capital 
equipment purchase because of the long term influence and also the customer 
satisfaction on the downstream. 
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Quality has been shown to have positive effect on customer satisfaction. In fact 
several studies suggest that quality's effect on customer satisfaction is often 
greater than effect of either confirmation / disconfirmation or expectations. 
(Eugene W. Anderson, 1994). Market share and Profitability will rise for firms 
that achieve high customer satisfaction rating. When a company's thought 
process revolves around what is going on the minds of customers, planning 
discussions are more likely to focus on how to do a better job of satisfying 
customers than how to gain market share. In the case of capital goods -
product performance is an important factor which can be aided by Quality 
Service, Quality & its improvement are measured in terms of how well the 
produced & sources meet the customer requirement. Quality is the totality of 
features and characteristics of a product that bear on its ability to satisfy stated 
or implied needs. Hence organisation understands the quality as defined by the 
customer. Although the customer - centred firm seeks to create high customer 
satisfaction, its main goal is not to maximize customer satisfaction. The 
company can increase customer satisfaction by lowering its prices, or 
increasing services, but the result may be lower profits. Second the company 
might be able to increase its profitability by means other than increased 
satisfaction (for example by improving manufacturing processes or investing 
more in R & D). Third the company has many stake holders, including 
employees, dealers, suppliers & stock holders. Spending more to increase 
customer satisfaction might divert funds from increasing the satisfaction of other 
"Partners". Ultimately the company must operate on the philosophy that it is 
trying to deliver a high level of customer satisfaction subject to delivering at 
least acceptable levels of satisfactions to the other stake holders within 
constraints of its total resources. Firms may need to focus on different 
attributes for customers with different levels of intrinsic retainability. 
As noted by Wyner (1996) customer profitability reconfigures traditional 
marketing practice by treating the customer as an asset analogous to other 
economic units. While profitability is obviously an outcome of prices, unit costs, 
unit volume, purchase frequency, and variable costs, there are other, non-
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economic factors that are likely to relate to profitability. For example, Reichheld 
(1996) claims that the profitability of a customer increases over the tenure of a 
customer relationship because variable costs decline and purchases may 
become more concentrated with a single seller. Another factor that may relate 
to customer profitability is customer satisfaction. Anderson et al. (1994) find a 
relationship between customer level, and firm profitability, measured at the firm 
level, implicit in this finding is that satisfaction at the individual customer level is 
correlated with individual customer profitability. This relationship exists because 
more satisfied customers are likely to be more profitable because they may be 
less price sensitive, and less prone to purchase from competitors. This 
relationship is also likely to exist at the individual customer level. In the context 
of a customer orientation, customer profitability is likely to be greatest for 
customers whose needs are best satisfied by the product offering. (Francis J. 
Mulhern, 1999). 
The loss of profitability occurs when internal quality standards and practices are 
carefully maintained but without consistently rigorous connection to rapidly 
changing customer expectations. (A.V. Feigenbaum, 2002). The product / 
service attributes that are of interest to marketers fall into three major 
categories, (1) Physical characteristics that are used to describe a product or 
service (2) task or outcome referent which involves subjective evaluations. 
These attributes describes the advantages from using a product or service (3) 
User referent reflecting what usage of the product or service implies or says 
about the person who is selecting or using it. One reason for interest in the 
nature of product / service attributes is to define their role in consumer decision 
making of particular interest is the part they play in shaping an individual's 
overall affect towards a product (defined in terms of such measures as product 
preference), ratings / rankings, purchase intentions or probability of choice. 
(James H.Myers and Allan D. Sherber, 1981). 
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Consumer differ in importance they assign to different product attributes. It is 
quite likely that some people assign almost equal importance to both the 
attributes, while others consider one attribute significantly more important than 
other. These differences in attribute weighing are likely to influence how 
decision making proceeds. Specifically we consider the possibility that the 
nature of attribute weighting might influence whether decisions are based on 
value maximization or on some heuristic, such as trade-off contrast (Prashant 
Malaviya, 1998). 
1.8 OPTIMISATION OF PROFITABILITY 
Higher growth markets are generally viewed as relatively more attractive 
because of high margins and growing demand that characterize them. Markets 
experiencing high rates of growth can be characterized by high market costs, 
rising productivity, increased investments to keep pace with growth, low or 
negative cash flow and high levels of buyer spending (David M Szymanski et al, 
1993). Although many companies have high levels of customer satisfaction, 
less than 2% of the companies see measurable bottom-line improvement due to 
customer satisfaction alone. Therefore companies need to move beyond 
customer satisfaction towards customer loyalty. If companies increase their 
customer retention by 2%, this is equivalent to cutting their operating costs by 
10%. A Technical Assistance Research Program study found that 63% of all 
dissatisfied customers will never do business with an offendise company again. 
But if the company resolves the customer problems, 90% of those dissatisfied 
customers will remain loyal to the supplier (Laura Struebing and Anne Caiek, 
1996). 
Several authors have nonetheless offered influential prescriptions about 
relationship based assets. Hart et al, (1990) and Reichheld and Sasser (1990), 
argue that it often costs less to retain old customers than to attract new ones 
and that long term customers will tolerate a higher price from company with a 
proven record or service even if its products are objectively the same as rivals. 
They suggest, as a result that customer retention rates are critical indicator of 
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whether customers' service requirements are being fulfilled in a way that 
cements relationships and maximizes the firm's value over the long run. The 
broader implication is that even when resources (e.g., relationships) are hard to 
measure directly, product market indicators (in the instance, the mix of retained 
versus new customers) can illuminate the effects of those resources and how 
they are best managed. (McGahan.A.M and Pankaj Ghemawat, 1994). 
Satisfied customers are important to the companies because on an average 
approximately 70% of the sales derive from repeat repurchase. Average 
change in working capital relative to change in sales, return on net worth 
(RONW) and RONW growth measure the firm's efficiency in asset utilisation. 
Annual average price-to-earning (P/E) ratios and their growth measure how the 
market views the firm's strategies and performance. Sales growth and market 
share growth measure a firm's ability to secure and keep customers one way to 
increase customer satisfaction is to deliver products designed to better meet the 
needs of more homogeneous targets rather than trying to deliver a product 
designed to meet the needs of a large group of people. (Abbie Griffin et al, 
1995). There is a crucial role for sound financial thinking here - the implicit 
assumption often made is that adding or enhancing an attribute will increase 
customer satisfaction, which in turn will increase repurchase loyalty. That is not 
necessarily the case. For some attributes, relatively large increases in 
satisfaction are accompanied by rather small increases in repurchase loyalty, 
and the company never really recovers its costs. It is crucial to identify and 
invest in only those positive attributes whose enhancement will yield positive net 
present values. Because this is often a function of the time it will take 
competitors to match the offer, their speed of response must be considered. 
(Ian C. MacMillan and Rita Gunter Mcgrath, 1996). The fact that every product 
has more attributes than meet the eye. Profitable product strategies are built 
around giving the exact mix of attributes they want but no more. Companies 
that underinvest in attributes that customers will loose customers; companies 
that overinvest in attributes that customers don't value will loose money. In any 
population of customers there are concentrations of people whose behaviour 
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sets - patterns of why and how they use the product how they purchase it and 
how they perceive the risl< of purchasing it - differ distinctly. All attributes are 
not created equal; each call of the matrix has a distinctive impact on the 
competitiveness of the product (Ian C. Mac Millan and Rita Gunter Mcgrath, 
1996). 
Realising the benefits of loyalty requires an admission that not all customers are 
equal. In order to maximize loyalty and profitability, a company must give its 
best value to its best customers. That is customers who generate superior 
profits for a company should enjoy the benefits of that value creation. As a 
result they will then become even more loyal and profitable. Unfortunately most 
companies inadvertently treat all customers as equals providing them with 
products of equivalent value regardless of how much they spend or how long 
they have been customers. A company that offers average - value products 
and services to everyone wastes resources in oversatisfying less profitable 
customers while under satisfying the more valuable loyal customers. (Louise O' 
Brien and Charles Jones, 1995) 
They can integrate and orient every function towards maximizing customer 
profitability. In other words companies can now optimize what we call the value 
exchange; the relationship between financial investment a company makes in 
particular customer relationships and the return the customers generate by the 
specific way they choose to respond to the company's offering (Alan W.H. Grant 
and Leonard A. Schlasinger, 1995). To maximize overall satisfaction and 
repurchase intentions, managers should optimize and not maximize the 
attribute level performance. For example for any attribute it is more important to 
eliminate negative performance first and then focus on increasing performance 
in the positive direction. Similariy in a given set of attributes focus on attributes 
for which customers are experiencing negative performance and then allocate 
resources to maximizing performance on attributes for which consumers are 
experiencing positive performance (Vikas Mittal et al, 1998). 
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To optimize overall satisfaction, firms maximize performance on attributes have 
the largest weight in determining overall satisfaction. The weight is ascertained 
by regressing attribute performance ratings on the satisfaction rating. Firms 
may need to focus on different attributes for customers with different levels of 
intrinsic retainability. (Vikas Mittal and Wagner A. Kamakura, 2001). 
1.9 MARKET SHARE 
Strategy researchers and practitioners have focussed much attention on the 
problem of getting and keeping market share. How can one maximize market 
share in an industry where the product or source concept is still under defined, 
where customer preferences are still poorly understood ? Competition for the 
future is competition for opportunity share rather than market share. It is 
competition to maximise the share of future opportunities a company could 
potentially access within a broad opportunity arena, be that home information 
systems, genetically engineered drugs, financial services, advanced materials 
or something else. The question that must be answered by every company, 
which new competencies would we have to build, and how would our definition 
of our served market have to change for us to capture large share of future 
opportunities (Gary Hamel and C.K. Prahlad, 1994). A study by Strategic 
Planning Institute (called Profit Impact of Market Strategy or PIMS) found that a 
company's profitability, measured by pretax Return on Investment (ROI) rises 
with relative market share of its served market (Philip Kotler, 2000). 
Woo and Cooper (1982) identified 40 low share business that enjoyed pre-tax 
ROIs of 20% or more; these business tended to have high relative product 
quality, medium-to-low prices, narrow quality, medium-to-low total costs. Most 
of the companies produced industrial components or supplies. However, 
gaining increased market share in the served market will not automatically 
improve profitability. Much depends on a company's strategy for gaining 
increased market share (Philip Kotler, 2000). Companies that increase product 
quality relative to competitors enjoy greater share gains. Competition shifts to 
battle for market share and market position within fairly well defined parameters 
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of value cost, price and service. Innovation is focussed on product line 
extensions, efficiency improvement and what are usually marginal gains in 
product or service differentiation. (Gary Hamel and C.K. Prahalad, 1994). 
Costs are functions of market share. The leading competitor in any business 
should have lower costs. This low costs position allows the leader to make the 
most profit, charge the lowest prices or add most value to the product. The 
basis of profitability in a competitive system is competitive advantage. A 
revolution in manufacturing is completely transforming the economics of 
production. The competitor who exploits more swiftly and completely will gain 
the advantage. Industry leaders typically have greater engineering resources 
and more opportunities for high-mark up, low volume speciality products with 
shorter setups, would favour. Costs and market share are inversely related. 
The highest market share should produce the lowest cost as a result of the 
experience curve effect. At least part of that superior cost should be passed on 
to the customers in lower prices or better quality. That in turn should lead to 
faster growth of the leading competitors. (The Boston Consultancy Group, 
1998). 
There is a competing view that profit cause market share. In this scenario, 
business that are lucky or especially insightful stake out strong and defensible 
positions early in the product life cycle. With the initial product rewards, plus 
their superior skills gained from eariy learning about the market, they make 
astute continuing investments that enable them to grow faster than their less 
fortunate rivals. George S. Day (1997). 
Two attributes can be used to determine the strength of a company's relative 
competitive position. First the larger a company's market share, the stronger is 
its competitive position and the greater are the potential returns from future 
investments. The strength and uniqueness of a company's distinctive 
competencies are the second measure of competitive position. If it is difficult to 
imitate a company's research and development expertise, its manufacturing or 
marketing skills, its knowledge of particular customer segments, or its unique 
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reputation or brgnd name capital, the company's relative competitive position is 
strong and its returns from the generic strategy increase. In general the 
companies with largest market share and strongest distinctive competencies 
are in the best position. Charles W.L. Hill / Gareth R. Jones (1998). High 
growth markets are generally viewed as relatively more attractive because of 
high margins and growing demand that characterise them. Markets 
experiencing high rates of growth can be characterised by high market costs, 
rising productivity, increased investment to keep pace with growth, low or 
negative cash flow and high levels of buyer spending (David M. Szymanski et 
al, 1993). 
Although seemingly straightfonward, the concept of market share is in fact, 
rather nebulous. In general, market share may be operationalized using one of 
the following three schemes : (a) The ratio of a business's unit sales to the 
combined unit sales of the industry; (b) The ratio of a business's dollar sales to 
the combined dollar sales of the industry; and (c) The ratio of a business's dollar 
sales to the total dollar sales in its served market. The first operationalization 
directly reflects the scale of a business's operations, where a higher market 
share implies a larger scale of operations. The second operationalization also 
reflects the scale of a business but somewhat less accurately than the first, 
primarily because of the possible variations in the pricing strategies of different 
businesses. However, it appears reasonable that these two operationalizations 
of market share broadly reflect the scale of operations. The third operational 
definition of market share the ratio of the dollar sales of a business to the total 
sales in its served market - is generally employed by researchers using the 
PIMS data base. It is clear that individual businesses selling identical products 
may serve quite different geographical areas of customer types, i.e., operate in 
different (possibly overlapping) markets. Thus, a business having a high share 
in its served market may not have a larger scale of operations than a business 
with a small share in a bigger served market. In other words, this definition of 
market share may not accurately reflect the scale of operations of a business, 
or its accumulated volume of production. (Ajay K. Kohli et al, 1990). 
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1.10 REPURCHASE/ RETENTION 
Both overall satisfaction and repurchase Intentions are affected asymmetrically 
by attribute-level performance and disconfirmation. That is, negative 
performance / disconfirmation on an attribute has a greater impact than positive 
performance / disconfirmation. Finally results show that in addition to the 
impact mediated by satisfaction, attribute-level performance has a direct impact 
on repurchase intentions. This result calls into question previous models that 
assume that the impact of performance on repurchase intentions is mediated by 
overall evaluations (e.g., satisfaction). (Vikas Mital et al, 1998). The impact of 
customer satisfaction for repeat business and customer loyalty is not the same 
for all industries. Loyal customers are not necessarily satisfied customers but 
satisfied customers tend to be loyal customers. Aside from satisfaction there 
are other means of customer retention. Customer switching barriers 
compromise a host of factors that bring about retention. Hence all companies 
are not equally affected by customer satisfaction but virtually all companies 
depend on repeat business. Overall business strategy is composed of two 
parts the offence and the defence (Claes Fornel, 1992 as represented in figure. 
Offence (New Customers) 
1 1 
Increase 
Market 
1 
Capture 
Market share 
Business 
Strategy 
Defence 
(Present Customers) 
I 
Build switching 
barriers 
Increase 
customer 
satisfaction 
Figure -1.5 
(Claes Fornell 1992 - Page 8) 
To maximise overall satisfaction and repurchase intentions, managers should 
optimise and not maximise attribute level performance. For example, for any 
given attribute it is more important to eliminate negative performance first and 
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then focus on increasing performance in the positive direction. Similarly in a 
given set of attributes focus on attributes for which customers are experiencing 
negative performance and then allocate resources to maximising performance 
on attributes for which consumers are experiencing positive performance. 
(Vikas Mittal et al, 1998). In general, the longer a customer stays with the 
company, the more that customer is worth. Long term customers buy more, 
take less of a company's time, are less sensitive to price and bring in new 
customers. Best of all they have no acquisition or start up cost. Good long-
standing customers are worth so much that in some industries, reducing 
customer defections by as little as five points from say 15% to 10% per year can 
double profits. (Frederik F. Reichheld, 1996). 
The translation of average satisfaction ratings into repurchase behaviour may 
vary if consumers have different thresholds or tolerance levels with respect to 
repurchase. Given the same rating, consumers with lower thresholds may be 
more likely to repurchase the brand than those with higher thresholds. To some 
extent, differences in thresholds may be captured in consumer characteristics 
that are measured in the survey. Two customers could give the same rating, 
but the customer with a lower threshold is more likely to repurchase the brad. 
As such a difference in satisfaction ratings may have a disproportionate impact 
on repurchase behaviour if the ratings do not fully capture differential thresholds 
(Vikas Mittal and Wagner A. Kamakura, 2001). Only during 1990s was there a 
widespread realization that satisfaction ratings are a means to strategic ends, 
such as customer retention, that directly affect profits (Jones and Sasser, 1995; 
Reichheld, 1996). As such, many firms allocated resources to examine how 
satisfaction ratings affect customer retention (Bolton, 1998). Such a focus is 
needed because not only is the cost of retaining an existing customer less than 
the cost of acquiring a new customer but also existing customers cost less to 
maintain than newly acquired customers (Reichheld, 1996). However, 
establishing a link between satisfaction ratings and repurchase behaviour has 
not been easy for most firms. 
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Theoretically, satisfaction ratings should be linked to repurchase behaviour. Yet 
this link may be difficult to observe in a commercial satisfaction survey if 
satisfaction ratings vary because of differences in customer characteristics. 
We also find that the link between satisfaction and repurchase behaviour is 
highly non-linear, though the non linearity does not vary on the basis of 
consumer characteristics. Finally, the functional form underlying the satisfaction 
behaviour link is markedly different from the satisfaction intention link. This is 
important for managers and researchers alike, who need to make a choice 
between repurchase intent and behaviour for the dependent variable. The 
translation of average satisfaction ratings into repurchase behaviour may vary if 
consumers have different thresholds or tolerance levels with respect to 
repurchase. Given the same rating, consumers with lower thresholds may be 
more likely to repurchase the brand than those with higher thresholds. To some 
extent, differences in thresholds may be captured in consumer characteristics 
that are measured in the survey. For example, older consumers may be more 
loyal to a brand because of their accumulated investments in brand specific 
knowledge. Two customers could give the same rating, but the customer with a 
lower threshold is more likely to repurchase the brand. As such, a difference in 
satisfaction ratings may have a disproportionate impact on repurchase 
behaviour if the ratings do not fully capture differential thresholds. (Vikas Mittal 
and Wagner A. Kamakura, 2001). 
There are no longitudinal studies of how cumulative satisfaction influences the 
subsequent purchase behaviour of individual customers. However, two studies 
have described process models of how a customer's perceived service quality 
influences his/her subsequent attitudes, intentions, or preferences.- Rust, 
Inman, Jia (1997) assume that the customer has a known prior distribution of 
the average quality of a brand and that he/she updates the prior distribution 
based on the perceived quality of the transaction. They also assume the utility 
function is continuous, twice differentiable, and concave, implying that the 
customer suffers more from unfavourable disconfirmation (performance is less 
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than expectations) than from a favourable disconfirmation (performance is 
greater than expectations) of equivalent magnitude. Under these assumptions, 
they find support for three predictions (1) favourable disconfirmation increase 
preference for the chosen brand and unfavourable disconfirmation decreases 
preference (2) when the customer chooses a brand that meets (but doesn't 
exceed)his/her expectations, he/she is more likely to choose the same brand 
again whether or not it is most preferred; and (3) the customer will not 
necessarily choose the brand with the highest expected performance. (Ruth N. 
Bolton, 1998). 
Customers having different characteristics can introduce variability in the 
satisfaction - retention relationship in three specific ways : 
a) Satisfaction thresholds : Consumers may have different thresholds or 
tolerance levels toward repurchase that may not be fully captured in their 
satisfaction ratings. Because of these differences, customers with the same 
satisfaction rating but with different characteristics may have different levels of 
repurchase behaviour. 
b) Response bias : Ratings obtained in a survey may not accurately reflect 
the true (latent) satisfaction level if the nature / extent of response bias differs 
for people with different characteristics. 
c) Nonlinearlty : The functional form linking satisfaction ratings and 
repurchase behaviour, though monotonic, may be nonlinear, and the 
nonlinearity may vary on the basis of consumer characteristics (Vikas Mittal and 
Wagner A. Kamakura, 2001). 
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1.11 RATIONALE FOR CARRYING OUT THE STUDY 
The researcher is connected with the design and development of textile 
machinery. In the present technological competitive environment, introduction 
of new products with latest technology keeping at par or exceeding the 
competition is of paramount importance. 
The development process takes time and the developed product has to meet 
the expectation of the user with new looks and the features as a base of growth 
for his business. Hence in the development process the association, contact 
and the input from the users is of high importance to make the product 
successful. When the product is developed and performs in the market 
environments, continuous monitoring of the machinery, its performance, 
reliability and satisfaction of the customer is important to the development 
process. 
Hence the researcher has to be in continuous touch in this process and widely 
traveled in India and abroad. During the contacts, the researcher has found 
that the expectation of the customer who has invested on the machinery, setting 
his goal to improve the business with minimum obstacles and cost 
effectiveness. 
Any product has the failure of its function in the process, because of the 
differences of the nature of use, different types of raw materials, knowledge 
level of the user, unforeseen situations and also the failure of certain parts. 
The immediate reaction of the customer is a mood of sadness or irritation since 
the processing interruption and it has an effect on the commitment they have 
given to their customer and affects the profitability. If the supplier is patient to 
listen to the complaints, he will take appropriate action immediately with the 
fastest response time to set the process into normal condition. The regret of the 
customer vanishes and in place an appreciation and feeling of oneness comes. 
This quality improves the attitude of the customer towards the supplier. In 
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addition in the process of discussions valuable inputs are forthcoming which if 
properly taken becomes an added advantage to the development process. 
The researcher faced such a situation in many encounters. This made the 
researcher to go in depth as a research study and analyse the profitability of 
organisation as a strategy with customer satisfaction. The researcher is 
associated in textile machines as the capital goods where Cotton and 
Synthetics are converted into yarn, a product that is used for processing knitted 
fabrics and woven garments for the consumers personal use. There are limited 
suppliers in the field and hence the technical competence of keeping the 
customer happy will make him a loyal customer. Also because of the 
association in the development process, the knowledge about the operation of 
the textile machines and also the expectation and quality requirements of the 
customers are to be known. 
In the course of interactions the researcher noted there are differences in the 
opinion as what is important between suppliers and user. The supplier 
considers dimensions like quality etc., with its sub-details are important with his 
norms as a criteria. On the contrary the user has different notions of the above 
and the usage of the product, utility of the product and the cost advantage of the 
product are entirely different. If the supplier understands the importance of 
these dimensions as the customer feels and affords to the market to the 
required extent, there is scope for optimization of profitability. The supplier has 
to invest in those areas alone where the customers importance is attached and 
not to waste the resources in the least importance areas. The resources may 
be skill technology, deployment of personnel, investment etc., 
The researcher ventured to undertake this study as project which will be really 
useful to any capital good supplier. The suppliers can adopt the methodology 
and the discrete data available with details. The study can be utilized to 
improve the performance on profitability. 
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1.12 OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 
The basic objective of the study is to create a model with elements connected 
with the customer satisfaction to aim for the optimization of the Profitability of 
the company. The study focuses on customer satisfaction of the customers of 
Textile machinery industry. 
1.13 SUMMARY 
The next chapter describes the nature of textile industry to which the textile 
machinery manufacturers supply their products. In this chapters elements 
connected with satisfaction and the aspects of profitability, the dimensions that 
are important to customers were discussed. The next chapter describes the 
nature of textile industry (spinning), operation parameters, market and the policy 
of government. 
49 
C H A P T E R - 2 
TEXTILE INDUSTRY 
2.0 INTRODUCTION 
The previous chapter described customer satisfaction, its elements and the 
aspects on profitability were discussed. This chapter describes in brief the 
contribution of the Textile Industry to the Industrial sector, the nature of the 
Industry and the complexities which the Industry faces particularly with 
reference to Textile Industry Spinning Sector. 
2.1 HISTORY OF TEXTILE INDUSTRY 
The mechanical side of the textile industry has had an interesting and 
remarkably rapid development during the last hundred years, through the 
evolution of the modern processes of spinning, weaving, knitting, dyeing, and 
finishing. 
The earliest method of spinning was simply to twist the textile fibres into a 
thread by means of the thumb and fingers, or between the palms of the hands, 
or sometimes, between the palm of the hand and the naked thigh. Evidently 
these processes were extremely slow, yet for ages, or from earliest history, 
these were the methods in use down to about the time that Columbus 
discovered America. During all this time the only implement used in spinning 
was a stick, to which was attached the end of the thread which was being 
twisted, and upon which the finished thread was wound. 
Next invention was the spinning wheel. It combined three important parts, the 
spindle to twist the yarn or thread, the staff to hold the loose raw fibre, and a 
wheel, operated either by hand or by a treadle, to turn the spindle and wind the 
finished yarn. At first, the staff was held in the hand; later it was placed in the 
spinner's belt or girdle; but finally someone hit upon the bright idea of placing it 
on the machine, thus leaving both hands of the operator free to handle the 
loose fibre. In 1764 came 'Spinning jenny', which twisted several threads at one 
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time instead of the spindle thread of the common spinning wheel. In 1769, a 
spinning machine of different type was invented in Preston. Next came an 
improvement by Samuel Crompton of Bolton, who combined the good ideas of 
both machines and called his invention the spinning mule. Improvements have 
since been made in this machine from time to time, but the spinning mule is still 
in use today, although another sort of spinning machine called the Ring spinner, 
invented in1835 Richard Roberts, is used rather more now for common grades 
of yarns. The mule is used principally for the finer grades of soft and fancy 
yarns. 
These inventions had an immediate effect on cotton production. Lancashire 
sprang to the front in the manufacture of goods that had formerly come from 
India, such as calicoes and muslins, and by 1785 cotton cloth became as cheap 
as linen. Improvements done during 1900's in spinning have been largely by 
way of increasing the speed and making the operations more and more 
automatic. The usual speed in 1900 was 10,000 turns. At present in 2004, 
the spindle speeds has been increased to 25,000 rpm. Simultaneously 
immense improvements in the preparation of raw fibres for the spinning 
machines happened like Carding, Combing etc.. Combing has also been 
applied with success to cotton fibres, especially in making yarns for knit goods. 
(Mechanical Devices - 2004). 
2.2 OVERVIEW 
The Indian Textile industry is both unique and complex. Its predominant 
presence in the Indian economy is manifested in terms of its significant 
contribution to the gross domestic product, employment generation and foreign 
exchange earnings. It contributes 14 percent of the value addition in the 
manufacturing sector. Contribution to GDP is 4 percent and export earnings is 
about 24% of the total exports of the country. The complexity of this sector is 
on account of its sectoral dispersal matrix with the hand spun and hand woven 
sectors on one end of the spectrum and the capital intensive sophisticated mill 
sector on the other, with the decentralized powerloom and knitting sector 
51 
coming in between. This sector uses a wide range of fibres ranging from 
natural fibres to synthetic / man-made fibres. For the production of textiles, 
there is intricate interplay of the processes, which include ginning, reeling, 
spinning, weaving, processing and garments manufacture (Ministry of Textile 
Annual Report 2002-2003). 
The size of the textile industry is estimated at Rs. 1,24,000 crores. It employs 
about 35 million people by way of direct employment. This sector uses a wide 
range of fibres ranging from natural fibres to synthetic / man-made fibres. For 
the production of textiles, there is intricate interplay of the processes, which 
include ginning, spinning, weaving, processing and garments manufacture. The 
growth of the textile sector in terms of installed spindleage, yarn production and 
output of cloth has been significant. (Asian Textile Journal 2003). 
2.3 CAPACITY 
The Indian Textile industry has witnessed a phenomenal growth during the last 
decade. The spindleage increased from 33.15 million in 1997 to 35.84 million 
and rotors from 2.76 lakh in 1997 to 3.75 lakh as on August 2002 and it is 
expected to reach a figure of 36 million and 4 lakh respectively by the end of 
March 2003. The loomage however, declined from 1.24 lakh in March 1997 to 
1.22 lakh in August 2002 in the organized sector. The growth in capacity in 
spinning and weaving sectors of the industry since 1997 is at Table - 2.1. Out 
of 1866 cotton / man-made fibre textile mills as on 31.08.2002, 192 mills are in 
the public sector, 159 mills in the co-operative sector and 1515 mills are in the 
private sector. (Ministry of Textiles 2002-2003). 
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TABLE - 2.1 
Year ending 
31.03.1997 
31.03.1998 
31.03.1999 
31.03.2000 
31.03.2001 
31.03.2002 
31.08.2002(P) 
No. of Mills 
Spg. 
1438 
1504 
1543 
1565 
1565 
1579 
1588 
Comp. 
281 
278 
281 
285 
281 
281 
278 
Total 
1719 
1782 
1824 
1850 
1846 
1860 
1866 
Installed Capacity 
Spindles 
(Mn.) 
33.15 
33.88 
34.72 
35.10 
35.53 
35.75 
35.84 
Rotors 
(000) 
276 
313 
383 
392 
394 
409 
375 
Looms 
(000) 
124 
124 
123 
123 
123 
123 
122 
(Ministry of Textiles, Annual Report 2002-2003) 
2.4 PRODUCTION OF SPUN YARN 
The production of spun yarn has increased fronn 2794 million kgs. During 1996-
1997 to 3101 million kg. during 2001-2002. The production of spun yarn during 
the period April 2001 to August 2002 is provisionally estimated at 1287 mn. kg. 
which is anticipated to be 3088 mn. kg. during the year 2002-2003. The above 
data include the production of yarn from SSI spinning sector as well. A 
statement showing the production of spun yarn (including SSI units) during the 
last six years along with anticipated figures for the current year is at Table - 2.2. 
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TABLE - 2.2 
PRODUCTION OF SPUN YARN 
Year 
1996-1997 
1997-1998 
1998-1999 
1999-2000 
2000-2001 
2001-2002 
2002-2003 
(Apr-Aug) (P) 
2002-2003 
(A) 
Cotton yarn 
2148 
2213 
2022 
2204 
2267 
2212 
914 
2193 
Blended yarn 
484 
583 
595 
621 
646 
609 
245 
588 
100% Non 
Cotton yarn 
162 
177 
191 
221 
247 
280 
128 
307 
Total yarn 
2794 
2973 
2808 
3046 
3160 
3101 
1287 
3088 
P - Provisional A - Anticipated 
(Ministry of Textiles, Annual Report 2002-2003) 
2.5 MARKET 
The mills using Textile Spinning machinery, process Cotton and Synthetic 
material and convert to yarn. These yarns are used by subsequent 
manufacturers for producing knitted products, woven goods 
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The weaving capacity in the organized mill sector had been stagnant for a 
number of years. The production of cloth In the mill sector in 2001-2002 was 
1546 mn. sq. mtr. As compared to the production of 1957 mn. sq. mtr. In 
1996-97. The production of cloth in the mill sector is projected at 1533 mn. 
sq.mtr. in 2002-2003. The data on production of cloth in the mill sector, the 
handloom sector, hosiery sector and the power loom sector during the past six 
years are set out in Table - 2.3. The employment generation in Cotton / Man-
made fibre textile industry as on 31.08.2002 was 10 lakh. 
55 
TABLE - 2.3 
PRODUCTION OF FABRICS IN DIFFERENT SECTORS 
MILL SECTOR: 
Cotton 
Blended 
100% Non-Cotton 
Total 
HANDLOOM SECT< 
Cotton 
Blended 
100% Non-Cotton 
Total 
a) DECENTRALISE 
Cotton 
Blended 
100% Non-Cotton 
Total 
DECENTALISED H( 
Cotton 
Blended 
100% Non-Cotton 
Total 
ALL SECTORS 
Cotton 
Blended 
100% Non-Cotton 
Total 
Ktiadi, Wool & Silk 
Grand Total: 
1996-
1997 
1222 
488 
247 
1957 
3R 
6441 
52 
963 
7456 
D POWER 
7238 
3948 
8166 
19352 
DSIERY SE( 
4940 
400 
193 
5533 
19841 
4888 
9569 
34298 
540 
34838 
1997-
1998 
1238 
466 
244 
1948 
6699 
69 
835 
7603 
LOOM SECl 
6652 
4481 
9818 
20951 
;TOR: 
5403 
735 
256 
6394 
19992 
5751 
11153 
36896 
545 
37441 
1998-
1999 
1111 
444 
230 
1785 
5861 
111 
820 
6792 
roR 
5856 
4356 
10478 
20690 
5121 
788 
367 
6276 
17949 
5699 
11895 
35543 
584 
36127 
1999-
2000 
1105 
379 
230 
1714 
6376 
119 
857 
7352 
6291 
4613 
12283 
23187 
5217 
802 
355 
6374 
18989 
5913 
13725 
38627 
581 
39208 
2000-
2001 
1106 
332 
232 
1670 
6577 
111 
818 
7506 
6584 
5071 
12148 
23803 
5451 
837 
408 
6696 
19718 
6351 
13606 
39675 
581 
40256 
(Million sq 
2001-
2002 
1036 
296 
214 
1546 
6698 
95 
792 
7585 
6473 
5025 
13694 
25192 
5562 
871 
634 
7067 
19769 
6287 
15334 
41390 
644 
42034 
2002-
2003 
(Apr-
Aug) 
430 
120 
89 
639 
2165 
51 
276 
2492 
3130 
1936 
5972 
11038 
2623 
338 
233 
3194 
8348 
2445 
6570 
17363 
268 
17631 
. mtrs.) 
2002-
2003 
(P) 
(A) 
1032 
288 
213 
1533 
5196 
122 
663 
5981 
7512 
4646 
14333 
26491 
6295 
811 
560 
7666 
20035 
5868 
15768 
41671 
643 
42314 
(Ministry of Textiles - Annual Report 2002-2003) 
2.6 NEW APPLICATIONS 
2.6.1 Antimicrobial clothing 
Demand for antimicrobial-treated clothing is surging as consumers become 
increasingly aware of hygiene and of the potentially harmful effects of 
microorganisms, according to the latest of Performance Apparel markets, 
published by Textiles intelligence. Antimicrobials in apparel play an important 
role in preventing the psychological discomfort associated with odour-producing 
bacteria and in reducing the risk of skin infections caused by fungi. They also 
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create a powerful barrier against the spread of tine antibiotic resistant bacteria, 
which are responsible for hospital-related infections. Nor surprisingly, the 
penetration of antimicrobials in apparel applications is growing rapidly, 
according to Performance Apparel Markets. It is estimated that the use of 
antimicrobials in clothing will increase by more than 15% a year in Western 
Europe between 2001 and 2005, making this apparel category one of the 
fastest growing textile markets targeted by this type of performance additive. In 
the sportswear and outdoor apparel segment, several companies use 
antimicrobial fabrics to enhance the comfort and functionality of their products. 
(Performance Apparel Market 2004) 
2.6.2 Technical Textiles 
Technical Textiles may be defined as the Textile Materials and Products 
manufactured primarily for their Technical and Performance Properties rather 
than aesthetics or decorative characteristics. The Technical applications of 
textiles used are in fibre from (filters, wadding and upholstery fill). Yarn form 
(industrial sewing threads, ropes, cords, twines, etc.) and in the fabric form. 
Technical textiles is the fastest growing area of textile consumption in the world 
at 3 to 9 % per annum growth rate. The annual requirement will be around 14 
million metric tons by the year 2005 as per the survey. The application areas 
include transport textiles (automobile, train, aero.). Medical and Hygiene 
textiles, Agriculture, Horticulture and Fishing, Geo Textiles etc., (Chellamani 
1999). 
2.6.3 Automobile Textiles 
Being a largest consumer of technical textiles, automotive textiles has immense 
potential to grow. Automotive textiles encompass a broad spectrum of 
applications including interior fitments, safety facilities, tyre reinforcement, 
carpets, fibre composites, air and oil filters etc. It accounts for 20% 
consumption of global textile production. An automotive textile is the single 
largest consumer of technical textile with over 1 million tons per annum. An 
average car has about 11 to 15 kg. of textile including seat covers, carpets, seat 
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belts, air bags, tyre cord fabrics, air and oil filters and fibre composites. The 
Table - 2.4 shows various applications of automotive textiles and their share in 
percent in an average vehicle. 
TABLE - 2.4 
APPLICATION OF TEXTILES IN AUTOMOBILES 
Application area 
Upholstery 
Seat belts 
Air bags 
Carpets 
Tyres 
Pre-assembled interior components 
Others 
% share 
10.0 
8.8 
3.7 
33.3 
12.8 
14.0 
9.4 
(Vipul Bhagawat 2004) 
2.7 RAW MATERIAL 
2.7.1 Cotton 
Raw material represents about 50 to 70% of the production cost of a short-
staple yarn. This fact is sufficient to indicate the significance of the raw material 
for the yarn producer. A textile fibre is a peculiar object. It has no truly fixed 
length, width, thickness, shape and cross-section. Fibre properties vary very 
much within the lot. Optimal conditions can be obtained only through the 
mastery of the raw material. It is not possible to use a problem-free raw 
material always, because cotton is a natural fibre and there are many properties 
that will affect the performance. If all the properties have to be good for the 
cotton, the raw material would be too expensive. To produce a good yarn with 
these difficulties, an intimate knowledge of the raw material and its behaviour in 
processing is a must. Low cost yarn manufacture, fulfilling of all quality 
requirements and a controlled fibre feed with known fibre properties are 
necessary in order to compete on the world's textile markets. Yarn production 
begins with the raw material in bales, whereby success or failure is determined 
by the fibre quality, its price and availability. Successful yarn producers 
optimize profits by a process oriented selection and mixing of the raw material, 
followed by optimization of the machine settings, production rates, operating 
elements etc. (Jurg Rupp 2002). 
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2.7.2 Synthetic fibre 
The first manmade fibres were developed in 1931. This permanently change 
world fibre consumption which fluctuated for many years around 50:50 ratio of 
natural to man made fibres. The world wide fibre consumption amounting to 
57.6 million tones in 2001 cotton had a share of 20 million tonnes equivalent to 
36%. The initial efforts in the man made industry in the sixties were targeted to 
replacing cotton. It is othenwise today. Comparison of properties of Cotton and 
man made fibres is inappropriate. Both fibre materials have different 
advantages which are transposed in product development. (Jurg Rupp 2002). 
2.8 PROCESS 
The conversion of cotton/synthetic material into yarn is done through textile 
machineries in the spinning which consist of Blow Room, Carding, Draw 
Frame, Combing, Speed Frame, Ring Frame, in all consisting of about 12 
machines. The infrastructure facilities like humidification .suction system for 
removal of waste, power generation , Testing facilities, etc., go along with these 
machineries. A well established textile spinning mill will look like a modern A.C. 
office. 
Blow Room is the process of opening the cotton and cleaning it from impurities 
which are present like seeds, seed coats, leaf particles, stones, mud, sand etc. 
Basic operations in the Blow Room are Opening, Cleaning, Mixing & Blending, 
Microdust removal, uniform feed to carding machine. Blow Room installations 
consists of a sequence of different machines where the material is transported 
form one machine to another machine by air. 
"Card is the heart of the spinning mill" and 'Well carded is half spun" are two 
proverbs of the experts. These proverbs inform the immense significance of 
carding in the spinning process. High production in Carding to economise the 
process leads to reduction in yarn quality. Higher the production, the more 
sensitive becomes the carding operation and the greater danger of a negative 
influence on quality. Latest machines achieve the production rate of 60-100 
kgs/hour which used to be only 5-10 kgs/hour upto 1970. The purpose of 
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Carding are to open the flocks into individual fibres, Cleaning or elimination of 
impurities, Reduction of neps (entanglement of fibres), Elimination of dust. 
Elimination of short fibres. Fibre blending, Fibre orientation or alignment & Sliver 
formation. 
In Draw Frame, the operations carried out are Evening out of slivers, 
Homogenization (blending), Parallelization of fibres, Straightening of fibre 
hooks. Intensive dust removal, Autoleveller maintains absolute sliver fineness. 
Autoleveller is an essential device in Draw Frame which is meant for correcting 
the linear density variations in the delivered sliver by changing either the main 
draft or break draft of the drafting system, according to the feed variation. 
Quality of the Draw Frame sliver determines the yarn quality. Drawing is the 
final process of quality improvement in the spinning mill. 
Combing is the process which is used to upgrade the raw material and does 
Elimination of short fibres. Elimination of remaining impurities. Elimination of 
Neps. The basic operation of the Comber is to improve the mean length or 
staple length by removing the short fibres. 
Speed Frame is essential and does Attenuation - drafting the sliver into roving, 
Twisting the drafted strand. Winding the twisted roving on a bobbin. 
The final machine for producing yarn in a spinning mill is a Ring Frame. The 
functions of Ring Frame are, to draft the roving until the required fineness of 
yarn is achieved. To impart strength to the fibre, by inserting twist, to wind up 
the twisted strand (yarn) in a form suitable for storage, transportation and 
further processing. (Klein.W. 1995). 
2.9 TEXTILE PARAMETERS 
Yarn occupies the intermediate position in the manufacture of fabric from raw 
material. Yarn results are therefore essential, both for estimating the quality of 
raw material and for controlling the quality of fabric produced. The important 
characteristics of yarn being tested are, Yarn twist, Linear density. Yarn 
strength. Yarn elongation. Yarn evenness and imperfections. Yarn hairiness 
etc.. 
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Twist is essential to keep the component fibres togetlier in a yarn. The strength, 
dyeing, finishing properties, the feel of the finished product etc., are all 
dependent on the twist in the yarn. With increase in twist, the yarn strength 
increases first, reaches a maximum and then decreases. Depending on the 
end use, two or more single yarns are twisted together to form "plied yarns" or 
"folded yarns" and a number of plied yarns twisted together to form "cabled 
yarn". (Basu 2000). The fineness of the yarn is usually expressed in terms of its 
linear density or count. One of the most important requirements for a spinner is 
to maintain the average count and count variation within control. The 
application of various counts of yarn depends upon the end use and the 
characteristics of fabric required. (Basu 2000). Breaking strength, elongation, 
elastic modules, resistance abrasion etc., are some important factors which will 
represent the performance of the yarn during actual use of further processing. 
(Basu 2000). 
Yarn evenness deals with the variation in yarn fineness. This is the property, 
commonly measured as the variation in mass per unit length along the yarn, is a 
basic and important one, since it can influence so other properties of the yarn 
and of fabric made from it. Such variations are inevitable, because they arise 
from the fundamental nature of textile fibres and from their resulting 
arrangement. The spinner tries to produce a yarn with the highest possible 
degree of homogeneity. Irregularity can adversely affect many of the properties 
of textile materials. The most obvious consequences of yarn evenness is the 
variation of strength along the yarn. A second quality-related effect of uneven 
yarn is the presence of visible faults on the surface of fabrics. If a large amount 
of irregularity is present in the yarn, the variation in fineness can easily be 
detected in the finished cloth. The problem is particularly serious when a fault 
(i.e., a thick or thin place) appears at precisely regular intervals along the length 
of the yarn. (Basu 2000). Yarns spun from staple fibres contain "Imperfections". 
They are also referred to as frequently occurring yarn faults. They can be 
subdivided into three groups viz.. Thin Places, Thick Places, Neps. The 
reasons for these different types of faults are due to raw materia} or improper 
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preparation process. A reliable analysis of these imperfections will provide 
some reference to the quality of the raw material used. (Basu 2000). Hairiness 
occurs because some fibre ends protrude from the yarn body, some lopped 
fibres arch out from the yarn core and some wild fibres in the yarn. Hairiness is 
a necessary evil to an extent. Hairs interfere with many of the further 
processing at each stage. While it leads to more needle breaks and fluff 
liberation in knitting, it is the direct cause of abrasion end breaks and lint 
shedding in warping and weaving and differential colour absorption in dyeing. 
At the same time positively it gives a softer feel to the fabric. (Basu 2000). 
2.10 DIMENSIONS AND ISSUES 
2.10.1 Machine productivity 
Machine productivity at ring spinning stage is one of the key parameters that 
determine the contribution earned by a mill, as it has a bearing on the volume of 
production. The larger the volume, the higher the contribution. Top mills are 
able to achieve a very high production rate of 98 g. per spindle per shift adjust 
to 40*, mainly due to manufacturing high quality export yarns on modern hi-tech 
spinning frames. The mills with good control are achieving a reasonably high 
spindle utilisation of 96%. It is an indication for good machinery maintenance 
on the one hand and effective management control on the other. 
(SITRA Report 2002) 
2.10.2 Energy consumption 
The quality of power supply in our country is well known and is very erratic. The 
cost of power / unit is also high and accounts for around 11 to 13% of the total 
sales cost. This being the case the mills constantly want to reduce this cost 
component resulting in continuous R & D at both mill level and from the 
machinery manufacturer's side. The lower quality of power supply adds to the 
woes of increasing cost by means of the necessity for taking additional 
safeguards and inclusion of gadgets for protecting the costlier electronic 
devices used in the machines (Shanmuganandam 2003). 
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2.10.3 Yam realization 
Yarn realisation percent is mainly influenced by waste removed in Blow Room, 
Carding and Combing. Some waste removal in these processes is 
unavoidable. However, every percent of waste removed should be justifiable 
considering resultant yarn properties. Any waste removed without 
corresponding improvement in yarn properties will yield lesser yarn. Proper 
process control activities are essential. (Sachin Kulkarni 2002) 
2.10.4 Quality 
Quality of yarn should confirm to certain accepted norms and requirements 
appropriate to their end use. It is equally important that this is achieved at the 
minimum cost to earn adequate profits. It is the function of the quality control 
and aim of the management to ensure that these twin functions are achieved. 
Yarn should not be delivered at higher quality than that needed for a given end 
use since cost of quality have direct bearing on the profitability. Careful 
consideration should be given in selecting the cotton for the particular end use 
since cotton cost is primarily determined by its quality. Use of better quality 
cotton invariably means higher cost. Use of cheaper cotton can bring about 
large savings in cotton cost especially in coarse and medium count spinning. 
The various types of defects in yarn and material processed at different stages 
from Blow Room onwards and possible causes on the defects particularly those 
arising from improper process parameters, poor maintenance should be 
identified and necessary corrective measures to be taken in order to improve 
the quality of the yarn on hand and to judge the standard of maintenance of 
machinery on the other. Quality of yarn and cost competitiveness will assume 
prime importance in open market. For quality achievement continuous 
programme of modernization of spinning and winding machinery and on-line 
control system are considered. To meet the current market requirement mills 
are equipping with sufficient technical know-how and expertise as well as 
sophisticated machines to produce high quality yarn. To further help achieve 
such results many successful organizations are now increasingly recognizing 
the major benefit of using internet to make their quality quickly transparent to 
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buyers. Properly managed, this transparency can have an enormous powerful 
effect on sales. Loss of profitability occurs when internal company quality 
standards and practices are not in tune with the rigorous condition imposed by 
the changing customer expectations. Since competitive advantages based on 
cost, unique product or one-time quality improvement dissipate over time 
through limitation and competition, the best way to sustain a competitive 
advantage is through continuous quality improvement. (Shanmuganandam 
2003) 
2.10.5 Yarn quality requirement 
Yarn quality requirement is changing every day. Quality requirement is different 
for different end uses and it is different for different customers. While for high 
speed weaving, yarn strength and its variation are considered important, for 
knitting, it is softness of yarn and evenness. It is easy to make the highest 
quality yarn just for the sake of achieving the best yarn results. But it is difficult 
to produce a good quality yarn with minimum deviations. The yarn quality 
specifications are quite stringent and the need for mills to ensure yarn 
perfection is higher. (Shanmuganandam 2003). 
2.10.6 Profitability 
The reasons for the performance of the spinning mills is attributed to both 
market forces as well as the level of technical performance. By and large the 
market forces like raw material price and yarn sale price are beyond the control 
of individual mill management except improving the marketing efficiency and 
raw material procurement policy. It has been observed that in most favourable 
market conditions the mills with even average technical performance may earn 
profit but will not be able to sustain the unfavourable market conditions. It is 
very much necessary to optimise the technical performance in order to survive 
on long term basis as the market forces are going to be more critical in an open 
market. Any waste removed without corresponding improvement in yarn 
properties will prove real loss to the mills. Proper process control activities are 
essential. The profitability depends on the various parameters. Increased 
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utilization level, machine productivity, labour productivity and yarn sale rate 
result in higher profitability. On the other hand increase in utility consumption 
such as power, cost of raw material, wage rate, raw material inventory, packing 
material will result in lower profitability. (Shanmuganandam 2003) 
2.11 FUNCTIONS AND OPERATIONS 
Individual mill organization also can be compared to a pyramid, with the 
Managing Director or Mill Owner at the apex and the work force at the bottom of 
the pyramid with middle management level forming the middle. The expectation 
and strategy adopted by these people vary widely. The mill owner is concerned 
about the price of the machine, the running cost of the machine ROI & ROC. 
So cost effectiveness is the key factor. The pressure on the middle 
management to deliver product at highest quality and production levels is 
enormous. The middle level management expects the machine to run without 
break downs without any complaint from his workforce. The performance, 
productivity and quality and after sales service are the major factors considered 
at this level. The lower level of the pyramid i.e., the work force - both 
maintenance personnel and workers expect the machine to run continuously 
without any stoppage and with less attention from them, with user friendliness 
and after sales service being the critical factor at this level. 
2.12 MACHINERY MANUFACTURERS 
There are few manufacturers of Textile machinery and all of them cater to 
international requirements. Each one adopt a different policy in respect of 
manufacture and supply of machine. Very few have the facility to manufacture 
and supply entire range of the machines. The rest specialize specific areas in 
process. In view of the operating cost, the yarn manufacturing operations are 
shifted to East principally India, China, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Thailand & 
Turkey. 
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TABLE - 2.5 
PRODUCTION OF INDIAN TEXTILE SPINNING & ALLIED MACHINERY IN 
THE PAST 7 YEARS 
Year 
1997-1998 
1998-1999 
1999-2000 
2000-2001 
2001-2002 
2002-2003 
2003-2004 
Rupees in crores 
672 
514 
517 
623 
500 
678 
781 
(Textile Trends - November 2003) 
TABLE - 2.6 
PROJECTED PRODUCTION OF TEXTILE MACHINERY FOR THE NEXT 
THREE YEARS IN TENTH FIVE YEAR PLAN 
Domestic requirement 
Spinning machinery % 
(without accessories) 
Spinning machinery 
2004-2005 
1820 
49.8 
906 
2005-2006 
2090 
50.2 
1049 
2006-2007 
2405 
50.8 
1222 
(Ministry of Textiles Annual Report 2002-2003) 
2.13 TEXTILE POLICY AND FUTURE 
Endowed as the Indian Textile industry is with multifaceted advantages, it shall 
be the policy of the Government to develop a strong and vibrant industry that 
can, 
produce cloth of good quality at acceptable prices to meet the growing 
needs of the people 
increasingly contribute to the provision of sustainable employment and the 
economic growth of the nation and 
compete with confidence for an increasing share of the global market 
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2.13.1 Objectives 
The objectives of the policy are to, 
Facilitate the textile industry to attain and sustain a pre-eminent global 
standing in the manufacture and export of clothing 
Equip the industry to withstand pressures of import penetration and 
maintain a dominant presence in the domestic market 
Liberalise controls and regulations so that the different segments of the 
textile industry are enabled to perform in a greater competitive 
environment 
Enable the industry to build world class state-of-the-art manufacturing 
capabilities in conformity with environmental standards, and for this 
purpose to encourage both Foreign Direct Investment as well as research 
and development in the sector 
Develop a strong multi-fibre base with thrust of product upgradation and 
diversification 
Sustain and strengthen the traditional knowledge, skills and capabilities of 
our weavers and crafts people 
Enrich human resource skills and capabilities, with special emphasis on 
those working in the decentralized sectors of the industry; and for this 
purpose to revitalize the institutional structure 
Expand productive employment by enabling the growth of the industry, 
with particular effort directed to enhancing the benefits to the North East 
region. 
2.13.2 Thrust areas 
In furtherence of the objectives, the strategic thrust will be on, 
Technological upgradation 
Enhancement of productivity 
Quality consciousness 
Strengthening of the raw material base 
Product diversffication 
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Increase in exports and innovative marketing strategies 
Financing arrangements 
Maximising employment opportunities 
Integrated Human Resource Development 
2.13.3 Important targets and outputs 
The endeavour will be to, 
Achieve the target of textile and apparel exports from the present level of 
US$ 11 Billion to US$ 50 Billion by 2010 of which the share of garments 
will be US$ 25 Billion. 
Implement vigorously, in a time bound manner, the Technology 
Upgradation Fund Scheme (TUFS) covering all manufacturing segments 
of the industry 
Achieve increase in Cotton productivity by at least 50% and upgrade its 
quality to international standards, through effective implementation of the 
Technology Mission in Cotton. 
2.13.4 Sectoral initiatives 
Within the framework of the policy, the following sector - specific initiatives will 
be taken : 
a) Raw materials 
The thrust will be on improving the availability, productivity and quality of raw 
materials at reasonable prices for the industry. Necessary capabilities, 
including R & D facilities for improvement of fibre quality and development of 
specialized fibres/yarns. The endeavour will be to make available different 
varieties (from standard to specialized) of textile fibres / yarns of international 
quality at reasonable prices. The multi-fibre approach of providing full fibre 
flexibility will be continued. Though cotton is expected to continue to be the 
dominant fibre, special attention will be given to bring the balance between 
cotton and non-cotton fibres closer to international trends. 
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b) Cotton 
The primary aim will be to improve production, productivity and quality, and 
stabilize prices. The Technology Mission on Cotton will be the instrument for 
achieving these parameters. Ministry of Textiles, Ministry of Agriculture, Cotton 
grov\/ing States, farmers and industry associations will be actively involved in the 
implementation of this Mission. 
c) Man-made fibres 
Full fibre flexibility between Cotton and man-made fibres and consumption of 
specialized man-made fibres/yarns will be encouraged. Non-standard 
denierages in man-made filament yarn and spun yarn will be phased out and 
BIS standards harmonized with world standards. Special attention will be given 
to the production of fibres required for technical textiles. 
d) Spinning Sector 
Despite the thrust given by the Textile Policy of 1985 to the spinning sector, 
resulting in considerable modernization, 80 percent capacity utilization, and a 
20 percent share of global cotton yarn exports, cotton spinning still suffers the 
problems of over-capacity and of obsolete spindleage. This policy will continue 
the effort to modernize and upgrade technology to international levels, and take 
the following steps, in cotton spinning as well as the worsted woolen sectors. 
Encourage the spinning sector to continue to modernize 
Liberalise and encourage export of Cotton yarn and 
Review from time to time the hank yarn obligation while ensuring supply of 
adequate quantity of yarn to the handloom sector. 
e) Weaving sector 
Despite a 58% global share of looms, consisting of 3.5 million handlooms and 
1.8 million powerlooms, technology still remains backward. This sector, critical 
to the survival of the Indian textile industry and its export thrust, will be rapidly 
modernized. Clustering of production facilities in the decentralized sector will 
be encouraged to achieve optimum size and adopt appropriate technology. The 
Government will facilitate harmonious development of all the segments of the 
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fabric manufacturing sector. The balanced growth of these sectors will be 
achieved based on their intrinsic strengths and capacity to meet the demands 
and requirements of the domestic as well as international markets. 
f) Exports 
Textile exports play a crucial role in the overall exports from India. With the 
objective of increasing exports to US$ 50 Billion by 2010 from the present level 
of US$ 11 Billion, the thrust will be on : 
Establishing a multi-disciplinary institutional mechanism to formulate policy 
measures and specific action plans, including those relating to the WTO 
and closely monitoring financial proposals 
Forging of strategic alliances for gaining access to technology 
Operating a brand equity fund exclusively for textile and apparel products, 
consistent with WTO norms 
Restructuring AEPC and other Export Promotion Councils play the role of 
facilitators and professional consultants 
Developing infrastructural facilities in the predominantly textile and apparel 
export oriented areas in close co-operation with State Governments and 
Financial Institutions and the private sector and 
Evolving a suitable mechanism to facilitate industry associations to deal 
with disputes under the various agreements of the WTO. 
(National Textile Policy 2000) 
2.14 CHALLENGES 
The Indian textile industry will need to gear up itself from now on to meet the 
challenges when the markets will be fully opened out from 1^' January 2005. 
Once this happens, exports will face high competition even as imports will be 
mounting pressure on domestic market. In such a scenario, clearly, only those 
mills which can attain cost competitiveness, quality enhancement and quick 
response capabilities will be in a position to succeed. (Shanmuganandam.D, 
2000). 
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2.15 SUMMARY 
In this chapter the contribution of the textile industry to industrial sector, its 
growth, policies and future trends were discussed. In the next chapter, the 
Research Methodology for the study of textile industry will be discussed. 
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C H A P T E R - 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.0 INTRODUCTION 
The Chapter-2 focused on the Textile Industry where the textile machineries 
(Spinning) under study are used. The overview of the industry, its contribution 
to economy, the process followed, the requirement of the customers using the 
machinery and the issues connected with the industry are discussed there. In 
this chapter, the methodology adopted to study the objectives chosen for 
Research, the important elements called dimensions & profiles, the preparation 
of questionnaire to collect the data and the hypotheses formed for the Research 
study are discussed. 
3.1 OBJECTIVES 
The present study has been carried out to investigate and accomplish the 
objective of finding the satisfaction of the customers who use textile 
machinery - spinning in their use and market perception with respect to the 
seven dimensions viz.. Productivity, Performance, Quality, Features, 
Maintenance, User friendliness and After Sales Service and with a detailed 
reference to their subvariables. The purpose of the study is to create a model 
with the Dimensions connected with the textile machinery in the utilization of the 
machineries by customers, and to bring to focus the area of concentration in 
improving the performance in these dimensions to aim for optimization of 
profitability. 
3.2 DETAILS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
The data connected with the above and which are to be analysed for coming to 
the conclusion is collected through the questionnaires. The questionnaires 
describe the profiles of the organisation, the dimensions and subvariables, 
satisfaction level in 5-point scale, repurchase and recommendation intention 
and the ranking the customers give for the dimensions based on their priority 
and requirement. 
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The profiles to be studied are Location, Spindleage, Market, Material 
processed. Processing machines used and its suppliers are described in the 
subsequent heading 3.9. 
The dimensions are, 
1. Productivity consisting of subvariables, 
a) PR1 Satisfaction with level of production 
b) PR2 Reliability of performance at this production level 
c) PR3 Performance of critical parts which determines the reliability 
2. Performance consisting of subvariables, 
a) PE1 Flexibility provided to meet the change in production 
requirement 
b) PE2 Performance compared with competitors 
3. Features consisting of subvariables, 
a) F1 Adequacy of features in terms of operating control 
Adequacy of features in terms of data for production 
Adequacy in terms of quality 
Adequacy in terms of safety 
Comparison with competitors 
Adoption to changes for futuristic requirements 
4. Quality consisting of subvariables, 
a) Q1 Existing quality level achieved 
b) Q2 Requirement of improvement of quality 
c) Q3 Consistency in quality 
d) Q4 Realization level of material for quality 
5. Maintenance consisting of subvariables, 
a) M1 Time taken for maintenance 
b) M2 Overall utilization consequent to maintenance 
c) M3 Cost of maintenance and spares 
d) M4 Overall appearance to facilitate maintenance 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
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b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
6. User friendliness consisting of, 
a) U1 Systems available for easy maintenance 
b) U2 User friendliness of the features 
c) U3 Overall ergonomics of machine 
7. After Sales Service consisting of, 
a) A1 Services provided during erection & commissioning 
Training provided to technical operators 
Service back-up 
Response time and adequacy of solution 
Explanation of special and critical aspects in instruction 
manual to avoid personal dependency 
f) A6 Adequacy of details of parts for procurement and use 
3.3 REPURCHASE AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The concluding part consists of Repurchase & Recommendation aspects. If the 
customer is satisfied, he purchases the machine again from the same supplier. 
If he is satisfied fully, he recommends to others also. 
3.4 RANKING 
The second part consists of Ranking of the dimensions. The researcher 
considered seven dimensions as mentioned for evaluation and to get the 
response from the respondents in the form of level of satisfaction. However he 
felt that all the respondents will view the dimension in the same priority or order 
of importance. Hence a ranking evaluation was done through the questionnaire. 
The respondents were asked to state the preference of the ranking of the 
dimensions. The ranking was done from 1 to 7. 
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3.5 HYPOTHESES 
HO. 1 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Productivity 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
HO.2 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Performance 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered material processed & suppliers. 
HO.3 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the features of 
the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market covered, 
material processed & suppliers. 
H0.4 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Quality of the 
machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market covered, 
matehal processed & suppliers. 
HO.5 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Maintenance 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
HO.6 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the User 
friendliness of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, 
market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
HO.7 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the After Sales 
Service of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, 
market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
HO.8 All the seven dimensions in the earlier hypotheses are not dependant on 
each other in the satisfaction to the customers. 
HO.9 There is no difference in satisfaction factor when the customer makes a 
Repurchase (Loyal) or the customer defects (Defecting) to a competitor 
3.6 RESEARCH DESIGN 
The Researcher had contacts with the customers during the course of his 
occupation and during the discussion he found how important it was to know the 
views of the customers in the development of strategy, satisfy the customers, 
bring loyalty and thereby increase the profitability of the company. A good 
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listener gets very valuable information and so called complaints if managed with 
speed and empathy brings loyalty. The inputs collected from them becomes an 
important quality deployment tool for bringing out better products. This 
interaction gave the inputs for the researcher to undertake the research on 
customer satisfaction and to use this tool to create a model to improve the 
profitability. 
There are few major machinery manufacturers who caters to the need of textile 
machinery in spinning sector. Their products are purchased by more than 1000 
mills across the country. These mills have control over process, have good 
quality parameters, efficient management with proper feed back and with large 
customer base. Although there are more mills than 1000 they are not 
considered for the research work due to small operation, catering to local 
markets. 
3.7 DATA COLLECTION DESIGN 
3.7.1 Pilot studies 
With a view to select the tools of data collection and decide on various items of 
Information to be collected, a pilot study was carried out. For this purpose, 
discussions were held with several executives. Personal contacts were 
established with executives of buying organisations to elicit their views. 
References were made to literate on the topics of customer satisfaction, loyalty 
etc. The views on current practices were also collected that could aid in the 
design of data collection tool. The entire efforts were to select a set of relevant 
valid set of questions or items of information to generate data needed for an in-
depth study. From the discussions with the mill personnel, sales personnel, 
service personnel, manufacturers system suppliers and management faculty, 
the attributes were drilled down to few elements to facilitate correct feed back 
by way of response and this has been put in the form of a questionnaire - Q1. 
76 
From the first set of questionnaires, few were taken to selected persons, 
a) Persons with knowledge and control management in the mills -;r f^'^^ .^  
b) Persons in the service who are in contact with the custorriers 
c) Persons in Sales who elicits the views of the customers 
d) Research scholars in the academics. 
Discussions were held with them about the correct response t+iat^tfTe" 
questionnaires would generate in unambiguous terms. Few modifications were 
made to the questionnaires after the questionnaires were collected and 
scrutinized and Questionnaire - Q1 was finalized. Based on the input from the 
above persons, a second Questionnaire - Q2 was also added to find the 
response in terms of the importance of the attributes from the customers. 
3.7.2 Pretest of the Questionnaire 
The questionnaires were initially pretested in Coimbatore. The revised 
questionnaires were again pretested among 5 users to ensure the respondents 
respond easily and the questions are clear. Results generally showed that 
questions were relevant, valid and easy to respond. One or two questions were 
redesigned to be more sharp and specific. Modifications incorporated in final 
questionnaire were based on the pretest. 
3.7.3 Final questionnaire 
From the inputs collected as mentioned above, two sets of questionnaires were 
designed. 
A1 Questionnaire 
a) which elicits in the information about the profile of organisations, 
location, spindleage, market served, material processed, machines 
used and suppliers 
b) Collects information about dimensions, Productivity, Performance, 
Features, Quality, Maintenance, User Friendliness and After Sales 
Service and other subvariables. 
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A2 Questionnaire that asks the respondents to rank the dimensions in terms 
of importance and priority while judging the function of performance of 
machinery in their use and while repurchase. 
3.8 DATA COLLECTION 
Amongst several methods of data collection, the mailed questionnaire method 
was mainly chosen because of the respondents were located in different 
locations and reaching them was difficult affair. However, in few instances, 
personal contacts were also established to get the response. 
3.9 OPERATION OF CONCEPTS - PROFILES & DIMENSIONS 
The users of the textile machineries called Textile mills otherwise as mills in 
short are situated in all parts of India and hence this profile is described as 
Location. Hence the profile material is used to describe this aspect. The mills 
have a series of machines consisting of about 12 machines in the process of 
conversion. The mills use cotton or synthetic material like Polyester as raw 
material and convert to yarns. The size of the mills is determined by the 
number of yarn twisting spindles in the final and of the machineries used and is 
called spindleage. The mills sell their product i.e., yarn to domestic market or 
export or do both. This is represented as Market in the profile. For getting the 
responses three machines were selected which are considered as critical and 
which represent all the machinery. Hence separate analysis is not carried out 
for individual machines. The mills buy machineries from leading suppliers who 
are few in number and all of them cater to international markets. This profile is 
described as supplier and for maintaining confidentiality they are called SA, SB 
and others. 
The dimensions chosen are Performance, Productivity, Features, Quality, 
Maintenance, User friendliness & After Sales Service. 
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3.9.1 Productivity 
In the case of capital goods like machinery, the utilization of these machines for 
maximum use to convert the raw material into finished product is important. For 
the value spent in the form of price coupled with other tangible and intangible 
expenditure, the investor expects a faster return. The production level achieved 
determines the output. The higher the output it decreases the cost of end 
product. The reliability ensures that the performance is achieved efficiently with 
respect to time. The performance of the critical parts ensures higher 
productivity. 
3.9.2 Performance 
The machine should perform as per the stated specification in terms of output, 
utilization of raw material and in the operating environmental condition. There 
must be a flexibility in operation to cater the need of the customer in changing 
circumstances since the investor cannot invest again and again due to changing 
marketing scenario. The machine should perform better than the competitor 
machine for any investor to patronize the present supplier. 
3.9.3 Features 
The features determine the utilization of the machinery and also technological 
advancement. The features determines the operation, control, utilization of 
human resources etc. The features may be considered essential for changing 
needs and sometimes may not be required due to the target market or cost 
attached to the features. The features determines the operating control, data 
for production, control of quality parameters and safety. The features should be 
comparable with competitors and should also adoptable to futuristic 
requirements. 
3.9.4 Quality 
In today's context, quality is the prime importance. A company cannot survive 
without a quality product. The machine should be in a position to give quality 
product and it should be a satisfaction to customers. The customer may also 
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require quality improvement in the maciiine and may be satisfied to some 
extent. The quality achieved should be consistent. In the case of the yarn, 
which is the output, every lot through out the supply range should be consistent. 
Otherwise the entire lots gets rejected based on sample inspection. Again the 
quality has to be achieved with minimum of waste as waste indicate the loss in 
the process and affects the profit. 
3.9.5 Maintenance 
Due to the constant use wear and tear occurs and he machines break down. 
The time the machine is in non-operating condition represents loss. The 
machine has to be recommissioned within the shortest possible time. The total 
time of inactivity in the life cycle should be low leaving a high utilization value for 
machine. The cost of repairs and spares should be low. The construction of 
the machine should be such that it gives easy access for disassembly and 
assembly. 
3.9.6 User friendliness 
There is always man machine relationship exist in productivity. The system 
should be conducive for the persons, for control & maintenance. It should have 
ease of use, simple and controls easily understood because of ergonomic 
design. The machine should not cause strain to the operators for easy reach of 
parts, control, minimum bending, lifting etc. 
3.9.7 After Sales Service 
A supply of product to specification is not sufficient. It should perform at the 
customer end continuously. Services and Support are required at the time of 
erection and commission and at the value offered depends on the complicacy of 
machines. In addition the operators are to be trained for the operation and 
control of machine for the best performance. The company should provide a 
continuous service back-up to keep the machine running. It should be timely, 
cost effective and with value addition. In the use in different operational 
situation, the customers expects solution for overcoming difficulties and 
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constraints. The operating instructions should be documented for different 
system and function for reference with clear indication of recommended spares 
for procurement. In view of the logistics due to location of the mills lack of 
clarity needs to production loss and hence will affect profit. 
3.10 CUSTOMER 
Customers means any individual / organisation seeking to buy products. In our 
case the product is textile machinery used to convert cotton or synthetic 
material to yarn to be used by knitting manufacturers, or weaving sector for 
production of knitted garments or woven cloth. The organisation consists of 
three principle layers - the owner or management who are concerned with 
market strategy, price, ROI, ROC etc. The middle structure who are concerned 
with running of the machinery without breakdown, to give desired out with 
consistent quality with low cost of operation and lastly the operating persons 
who are concerned with ease of use, minimum of attendance, low maintenance 
and less strain by way of user friendliness. The intention of the above desires 
and explanation results in a behavioural attitude and the satisfaction or 
otherwise is judged. 
3.11 REPURCHASE AND RECOMMENDATIONS : LOYAL & DEFECTING 
When the customer uses the product, he judges the performance against his 
expectation and compares the performance with a competitive product. Since it 
is a capital product, his judgment is based on evaluation not only on his own 
performance, but also the market feed back from other users. If the customer is 
satisfied he resorts to Purchase the product or improved version from the same 
supplier. If he is more than satisfied he recommends the product to others and 
he becomes a loyal customer. If he is not satisfied he chooses the first 
opportunity to buy the product from the competitor thus becoming a defecting 
customer. 
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3.12 SAMPLE DESIGN 
As stated earlier the total population was considered as 1000. Since the mills 
were located in all parts of country - North, South, East, West, stratified random 
selections were made based on the intensity of population in the geographical 
area. Questionnaires were mailed and also handed over in person. The 
responses were received by post and also by personal contact. The following 
were the response pattern, 
Population / All manufacturers of yarn in India. 
Sample frame 
Stratified 
random basis 
- Influences in decisions 
Top Management 
Middle Management 
Operation level 
•-17 discarded 
Filled up questionnaire 
for database 
3.13 PLAN OF DATA ANALYSIS 
The filled questionnaires are to be analysed in respect of numbers, percentage 
in respect of profile dimensions etc. Further analysis are to be carried out to 
find the impact on subvariables, the effect of relationships of profiles, 
dimensions and subvariables in respect of satisfaction levels. A ranking 
methodology is planned for fixing the priorities for the dimensions. Studies are 
to be conducted on the satisfaction level for loyal and defecting customers. 
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3.14 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
The study was conducted in depth for textile machinery from the sample 
randomly chosen in order to avoid the bias. Sample size could have been more 
than what was obtained. The samples and information were limited in view of 
the following limitations, 
a) Generally the mills are reluctant to part with information as a high 
competition is prevailing in the mills. It was made clear to them that it 
was an industrial study pertaining to research and then the samples 
were obtained, in questionnaires, many have not indicated the name of 
the mill nor the person who is filling the questionnaire perhaps because 
of the above reason. 
b) The mills are spread all over India, mostly in the South spreading all 
states followed by mills in North, mills in West and very few mills in the 
East. Collecting the information from them is a difficult process, it takes 
nearly 20 minutes for a questionnaire to be filled and the reluctance on 
the part of the respondents to put effort and time. 
c) As the mills process the material as per the market requirement 
generally, there will be a change in operation schedule and hence the 
latest information was intended to be collected which should be relevant 
and recent to the memory. 
d) The behavioural patterns of the respondents vary. Some were keen to 
part the information taking keen interest. Some were reluctant to share 
information and considerable time efforts were required either in person 
or phone to get the information. 
e) The operating systems, material, practices vary in mills. Each has 
viewed the questionnaire from his perspective. 
On the whole the response was excellent for all the questionnaires mailed / 
personally collected. The results obtained can be reasonably applied to other 
organisation / industry in the textile machinery industry. 
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3.15 SUMMARY 
In this chapter, methodology adopted was described. It described about the 
questionnaires, Profiles, Dimensions, Subvariables and Ranking. The 
hypotheses formed for the study was also given. The research design plan for 
analysis and limitation of study were also discussed. The next chapter gives 
the details of analysis carried out. 
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C H A P T E R - 4 
DATA ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS 
4.0 INTRODUCTION 
In the previous chapter, the methodology that is followed was described. In this 
chapter, the data collected from the questionnaires are analysed. The analysis 
as carried out on the profiles namely Location, Spindleage, Market, Material 
processed, and suppliers and their relationships with the dimension namely 
Performance, Productivity, Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness 
and After Sales Service by way of level of satisfaction. The level of satisfaction 
has lead to Repurchase and recommendations to others leading to loyal 
customers. The respondents are not satisfied has chosen to go to alternate 
suppliers thus defecting from Purchase. The relationship of the Loyal & 
Defecting customers with the dimensions are discussed. The data collected 
through the Questionnaire are analysed and the findings are discussed in this 
chapter. The data analysis and findings are presented with regard to, 
a) Participants' profile 
b) Customer satisfaction dimensions 
4.1 DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS WITH REGARD TO 
PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION'S PROFILE 
First of all, in this study, the participating organization's profiles are examined 
with a view to ascertain the segment in which the respondents fall in respect of 
location, spindleage, size, market covered, material processed, machines used, 
suppliers and size of the mill. As discussed in the Chapter on Research 
Methodology, the researcher in order to obtain the data on satisfaction, selected 
on a random basis 150 responding organisations i.e.. Yarn manufacturing 
companies from the population of 1000. Out of the 150 respondents the 
research could get the data from 120 respondents after two reminders. After 
initial editing, it has been found that 17 respondents did not fill the questionnaire 
completely, therefore, these incomplete questionnaires were discarded. In the 
final analysis 103 responding organisations complete questionnaires were 
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analysed. Before making the detail analysis and interpretation, the profile of the 
responding organisations was prepared and tabulated in Table - 4.1. This table 
gives a bird-eye-view of the various variables of the responding organisation. 
We will describe this table by taking each variable. 
TABLE -4.1 
(No. of respondents 103) 
PROFILE OF THE RESPONDING FIRMS 
S.No. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Variable 
Location 
Size 
Market covered 
Material used for 
Process 
Type of machines 
used 
Supplier 
Subvariables 
South 
North 
Large 
Medium 
Domestic 
Export 
Both 
Cotton 
Cotton & Synthetics 
A 
B 
C 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Number 
62 
41 
63 
40 
33 
33 
37 
77 
26 
66 
7 
30 
68 
18 
17 
Percentage 
60.2 
39.8 
61.2 
38.8 
32 
32 
35.9 
74.8 
25.2 
64.1 
6.8 
29.1 
66 
17.5 
16.5 
4.1.1 Location 
This variable describes the area of operation or the location in which these 
organisations are situated. For the purpose of simplicity, location factor has 
been divided into two regions. Firms only who are operating in South and 
North, as most of the Yarn manufacturing companies are situated in these two 
geographical region. The researcher included the firms operating in East 
(West Bengal region) and West (Maharashtra region) to North. From the 
Table - 4.1, it is clear that more than half i.e., 60.2% responding organisations 
are situated in South India including the western part, whereas only 39.8% firms 
are situated in North. 
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39.80% , ^ ,^ 
a South 
60.20% • ^ ° ^ ^ 
Figure -4.1 
One may say that companies who are manufacturing textile machinery should 
give more attention to South as compared to North. However, companies 
situated in North cannot be ignored. In addition, the specific requirements, 
preferences and likings of firms situated in both the regions should be kept in 
mind while designing the machines. 
4.1.2 Size of the firm 
This variable of the responding firms shows the size in terms of their business 
operations, which can be ascertained by the use of spindleage. On the basis of 
spindle the responding firms are classified into large and medium firms. The 
Table - 4.1 shows that the large size firms are more (61.2%) than medium size 
(38.8%) firms. 
38.80%, 
I Large 
r.M ^^r,, J Medium 
61.20% 
Figure-4.2 
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In future textile machinery industry may think of segmenting the market on 
these lines and accordingly design machines keeping in mind the requirements 
of firms based on size. 
4.1.3 Market coverage 
The third profiling factors with respect to the responding firms is the market 
coverage. This means, whether the responding firms are marketing their 
products in the domestic market or exporting entirely to the foreign markets or 
marketing both in domestic and foreign markets. In this way the responding 
organisations classified as domestic firms, export firms and both. Table - 4.1 
gives the number and percentage of these firms in the sample. This is also 
shown in Figure-4.3. 
35.90% N32.00% H Domestic 
• Export 
a Domestic & 
Exports 
32.00% 
Figure - 4.3 
As per the Figure - 4.3, one can find that all the three types of firms in terms of 
market coverage are more or less in the same proportion. The researcher feels 
that market coverage may not be an important variable in terms of 
requirements, preferences and satisfaction level with the machines. 
4.1.4 Material Processed 
The fourth profile variable is concerned with the type of material processed by 
the machine. Whether the machine is used only for processing cotton yarn or it 
is used both for processing the Cotton and Synthetics. The data shown in 
Table - 4.1 and Figure - 4.4 reflects this variable. From the figures given one 
can easily find out that three fourth of machines i.e., 74.8% are used for 
processing the cotton whereas only one fourth (25.2%) machines are used for 
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processing of both Cotton and Synthetics. This proportion also indicates that 
Cotton processing machines are much in demand than those machines which 
are used for processing both cotton and synthetics. This may be another 
variable for segmenting the market. 
25.20% 
a Cotton 
B Cotton & 
Synthetics 
74.80% 
Figure - 4.4 
4.1.5 Type of machine 
For getting the responses three machines were selected which are considered 
as critical and which represent all the machinery. Hence separate analysis is 
not carried out for individual machines. 
4.1.6 Suppliers 
The last profiling variable is related with the suppliers from which the 
respondents have purchased the machines. In the textile machinery industry (as 
discussed in Chapter-ll), there are few players. The respondents were asked to 
give the names of the supplier from whom they have purchased the machines. 
On the basis of the information provided by the respondents, the suppliers were 
categorised into A, B and others. Their real names have been concealed for 
the purpose of anonymity. The Table - 4.1 shows that majority of respondents 
have purchased from Supplier A (66%). Supplier B who is the main competitor 
has only 17.5% share in the market "Others" category include smaWer players 
and from them only 16.5% respondents purchased the machine. From this 
table, it is evident that supplier A is the undisputed market leader. Therefore, it 
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is imperative on the part of supplier A to maintain the quality, performance, 
features, maintenance and after-sales-service at a high standard in order to 
retain its market leader position in the market. Supplier A must guard 
constantly its market share and should be proactive all the time. In case of any 
threat to its market position it should immediately initiate measures to prevent 
any erosion in its position. 
16.50% 
17.50% 
66.00% 
nSA 
D others 
Figure -4 .5 
4.2 ANALYSIS OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS OF SATISFACTION 
In the following sections, an attempt has been made to analyse the data 
obtained through questionnaire. After discussing the profile of the responding 
companies, a detailed analysis has been carried out on the various dimensions 
of the satisfaction. As discussed earlier in the section of development of 
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questionnaire in tlie research methodology chapter, data were gathered on 
seven dimensions of satisfaction. These are Performance, Productivity, 
Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness and After Sales Service. 
Each of the above dimension is divided further into sub variables and then the 
respondents were requested to indicate their opinion on each sub variable on a 
five point satisfaction-dissatisfaction scale. The data have been arranged in 
tabular form by cross classifying with the various profile variables of the 
companies. This arrangement has the data in the nominal scale form. 
To further test these hypotheses the data were converted in interval scale by 
assigning numbers to the five responses of satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
scale. Here 4 points were given if the respondent indicated on "very much 
satisfied", 3 point for "satisfied" 2 points for "Partially satisfied",! point for 
"somewhat satisfied" and 0 for "not satisfied". Then for each sub variable, a 
mean score was calculated with respect to the profiling variable. This data were 
arranged in another table of mean scores. In case of two profile subvariables t 
test was applied and for more than two sub variables F test was calculated to 
find out the differences, if any, among the profile sub variables and is used for 
hypotheses testing. In the following pages, these are analysed and discussed. 
On the basis of the findings, statistical analysis was carried out in respect of 
significance value for t & F values on mean scores, Chi-square test and 
correlation. Based on the significance, if the value is less than or equal to 0.05 
the hypotheses is rejected and concluded that the mean values of the aspect 
under consideration is not the same between the group studied. When the 
significant value is greater than 0.05, conclusion is made that there was no 
reason to reject the hypotheses. 
4.2.1 Level of Satisfaction - on Dimension - Profiles 
The satisfaction level recorded in the five points scale are given below. In the 
comments the levels satisfied very much are added to indicate 
satisfaction level as the customers will be fully satisfied at this level. 
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TABLE - 4.2 
PRODUCTIVITY - LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with ttie 
machine 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
3 
0 
1 
0 
2 
1 
% 
4.8 
0 
1.6 
0 
3.2 
2.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
2 
6 
2 
4 
5 
% 
1.6 
4.9 
9.7 
4.9 
6.5 
12.2 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
13 
10 
12 
15 
24 
12 
% 
21.0 
24.4 
19.4 
36.6 
38.7 
29.3 
Satisfied 
No. 
37 
26 
39 
20 
31 
20 
% 
59.7 
63.4 
62.9 
48.8 
50.0 
48.8 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
3 
4 
4 
1 
3 
% 
12.9 
7.3 
65 
98 
1.6 
7.3 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
10 
100 
100 
100 
South • North 
80 
N SW NF S VM 
PR1 
N SW NF S VM 
PR2 
N SW NF S 
PR3 
VM 
Figure - 4.6 
72.6% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied with subvariable PR1 as 
compared to 70.7% of the respondents from North. 
In respect of subvariable PR2, 69.4% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 58.6% of the respondents from North. 
Regarding subvariable PR3, 51.6% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 56.1% of the respondents from North. 
92 
TABLE - 4.3 
PRODUCTIVITY - SIZE 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with tiie 
machine 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Level of 
Satis 
faction 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
l^ edium 
Large 
Medium 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
3 
0 
1 
0 
3 
% 
0 
7.5 
0 
2.5 
0 
7.5 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
2 
4 
4 
3 
6 
% 
1.6 
5.0 
6.3 
10.0 
4.8 
15.0 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
14 
9 
16 
11 
22 
14 
% 
22.2 
22.5 
25.4 
27.5 
34.9 
35.0 
Satisfied 
No. 
42 
21 
36 
23 
34 
17 
% 
66.7 
52.5 
57.1 
57.5 
54.0 
42.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
5 
7 
1 
4 
0 
% 
9.5 
12.5 
11.1 
2.5 
6.3 
0 
Total 
No. 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
D Large • Medium 
%) 
N SW NF S VM 
PR1 
N SW NF S VM 
PR3 
Figure-4.7 
In respect of subvariable PR1, 76.2% of the respondents from Large industries 
are fully satisfied as compared to 65% of the respondents from Medium 
industries. 
With regard to the subvariable PR2, 68.2% of the respondents from large 
industries are fully satisfied as compared to 60% of the respondents from 
medium industries 
60.3% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable PR3 as compared to 42.5% respondents from medium industries. 
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TABLE - 4.4 
PRODUCTIVITY - MARKET 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with ttie 
machine 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Don. 
Exp. 
D&E 
Dom. 
Exp. 
D&E 
Dom. 
Exp. 
D&E 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 
% 
3.0 
3.0 
2.7 
3.0 
0 
0 
6.1 
0 
2.7 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
2 
2 
2 
4 
3 
3 
3 
% 
3.0 
0 
5.4 
6.1 
6.1 
10.8 
9.1 
9.1 
8.1 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
7 
9 
12 
10 
5 
11 
15 
10 
% 
21.2 
21.2 
24.3 
36.4 
30.3 
13.5 
33.3 
45.5 
27.0 
Satisfied 
No. 
20 
24 
19 
17 
18 
24 
15 
15 
21 
% 
60.6 
72.7 
51.4 
51.5 
54.5 
64.9 
45.5 
45.5 
56.8 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
1 
6 
1 
3 
4 
2 
0 
2 
% 
12.1 
3.0 
16.2 
3.0 
9.1 
10.8 
6.1 
0 
5.4 
Total 
No. 
37 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
D Domestic • Export D Dom+Exp 
80 
70 
60 
(%) 50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 J O Hr. Ml J i n 
N SW NF S VM 
PR1 
N SW NF S 
PR2 
VM N SW NF S VM 
PR3 
Figure-4.8 
72.7% of the respondents fronn domestic sector are fully satisfied with the 
subvariable PR1 whereas 75.7% of the respondents from Export sector are fully 
satisfied with this subvariable and 67.6% of the respondents from Domestic & 
Export sector are fully satisfied. 
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With regard to the subvariable PR2, 54.5% of the respondents from Domestic 
market are fully satisfied when compared to 63.6% of the respondents from 
Export market and to 75.7% of the respondents from Domestic & Export 
sectors. 
In respect of subvariable PR3, 51.6% of the respondents from Domestic sector 
are fully satisfied in comparison to 45.5% of the respondents from Export sector 
and 62.2% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
TABLE - 4.5 
PRODUCTIVITY - MATERIAL PROCESSED 
SI. 
No. 
PR-' 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
the machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Level 
of 
Satis-
vfMtion 
Cotton 
Cot& 
Syn. 
Cotton 
Cot& 
Syn. 
Cotton 
Cot& 
Syn. 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
3 
0 
1 
0 
2 
1 
% 
3.9 
0 
1.3 
0 
2.6 
3.8 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
2 
6 
2 
8 
1 
% 
13 
7.7 
7.8 
7.7 
10.4 
3.8 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
20 
3 
20 
7 
30 
6 
% 
26.0 
11.5 
26.0 
26.9 
39.0 
23.1 
Satisfied 
No. 
44 
19 
45 
14 
34 
17 
% 
57.1 
73.1 
58.4 
53.8 
44.2 
65.4 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
9 
2 
5 
3 
3 
1 
% 
11.7 
7.7 
6.5 
115 
3.9 
3.8 
Total 
No. 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
% 
100 
100 
10 
100 
100 
100 
n Cotton • Cotton & Syn 
N SW NF S VM 
PR1 
N SW NF S VM 
PR2 
N SW NF S VM 
PR3 
Figure - 4.9 
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With regard to the subvariable PR1, 68.8% of the respondents who use cotton 
as processing material are fully satisfied compared to 80.8% of the respondents 
using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
64.9% of the respondents using Cotton as processing material are fully satisfied 
with the subvariable PR2, when compared to 65.3% of the respondents using 
Cotton & Synthetics as their processing material. 
In respect of subvariable PR3, 48.1% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 69.2% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as their processing material. 
TABLE - 4.6 
PRODUCTIVITY - SUPPLIERS 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
ttie mactiine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Level 
of Satis 
faction 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
3 
0 
0 
15 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
% 
44 
0 
0 
15 
0 
0 
44 
0 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
0 
0 
7 
1 
0 
6 
0 
3 
% 
44 
0 
0 
103 
56 
0 
88 
0 
176 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
8 
4 
17 
4 
6 
22 
6 
8 
% 
16 2 
44 4 
23 5 
25 0 
22 2 
35 3 
32 4 
33 3 
471 
Satisfied 
No. 
45 
7 
11 
38 
11 
10 
36 
10 
5 
% 
66 2 
38 9 
647 
55 9 
611 
58 9 
52 9 
55 6 
29 4 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
3 
2 
5 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
% 
88 
167 
118 
74 
111 
59 
15 
111 
59 
Total 
No. 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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Figure-4.10 
In respect of subvariable PR1, 75% of the respondents using the machineries 
from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 55.6% of the respondents 
using the machineries from supplier SB and to 76.5% of the respondents using 
the machineries from other suppliers. 
63.3% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with regard to the variable PR2, when compared to 72.2% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 64.8% of the respondents using 
machineries from others. 
With regard to the subvariable PR3, 54.4% of the respondents using 
machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 66.7% of the 
respondents using machineries from supplier SB and to 35.3% of the 
respondents using machineries from other suppliers. 
In the case of machines, the selected machines that are in the range of textile 
machineries supplied by the suppliers SA, SB & others. They are 
representative sample to focus the questionnaire on the dimension and hence 
separate satisfaction levels are not prepared for individual machines. 
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TABLE - 4.7 
PERFORMANCE - LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with 
flexibility 
Performance 
compared to 
competitors 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Soutti 
Nortti 
Soutti 
Nortti 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
1 
6 
1 
% 
1.6 
2.4 
9.7 
2.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
3 
2 
7 
% 
8.1 
7.3 
3.2 
17.1 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
12 
17 
14 
% 
17.7 
29.3 
27.4 
34.1 
Satisfied 
No. 
40 
23 
34 
14 
% 
64.5 
56.1 
54.8 
34.1 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
2 
3 
5 
% 
8.1 
4.9 
4.8 
12.2 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
10 
100 
Figure-4.11 
In respect of subvariable PE1, 72.6% of the respondents from South are 
satisfied, whereas 61.0% only are satisfied from North. 
In the case of PE2, satisfaction level is 59.6% from South as compared to 
36.3% from North. 
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TABLE - 4.8 
PERFORMANCE - SIZE 
SI. 
No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with 
flexibiWy 
Performance 
compared to 
competitors 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
2 
1 
6 
% 
0 
5.0 
1.6 
15.0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
5 
3 
6 
% 
4.8 
12.5 
4.8 
15.0 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
15 
8 
18 
13 
% 
23.8 
20.0 
28.6 
32.5 
Satisfied 
No. 
41 
22 
33 
15 
% 
65.1 
55.0 
52.4 
37.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
3 
8 
0 
% 
6.3 
7.5 
12.7 
0 
Total 
No. 
63 
40 
63 
40 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
I I Large • Medium 
Figure-4.12 
With regard to subvariable PE1, 71.4% of the respondents from large industries 
are fully satisfied when compared to 62.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
In respect of subvariable PE2, 65.1% of the respondents from large industries 
are fully satisfied when compared to 37.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
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TABLE - 4.9 
PERFORMANCE - MARKET 
SI. 
No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
flexibility 
Satisfied with 
Performance 
compared to 
competitors 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Dom. 
Exp. 
D&E 
Dom. 
Exp. 
D&E 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
1 
3 
1 
3 
% 
3.0 
0 
2.7 
9,1 
3.0 
8.1 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
2 
0 
5 
2 
2 
% 
18.2 
6.1 
0 
15.2 
6.1 
5.4 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
7 
9 
14 
8 
9 
% 
21.2 
21.2 
24.3 
42.4 
24.2 
24.3 
Satisfied 
No. 
16 
23 
24 
9 
22 
17 
% 
48.5 
69.7 
64.9 
27.3 
66.7 
45.9 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
1 
3 
2 
0 
6 
% 
9.1 
3.0 
8.1 
6.1 
0 
16.2 
Total 
No. 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
% 
100 
100 
100 
10 
100 
100 
a Domestic B Exports D D & E 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 X X 
(%) NO SW NF 
PE1 PE2 
Figure-4.13 
57.6% of the respondents from Domestic sector are fully satisfied with the 
subvariable PE1 whereas 72.7% of the respondents from Export sector are fully 
satisfied with this subvariable and 73% of the respondents from Domestic & 
Export sector are fully satisfied. 
With regard to the subvariable PE2, 33.4% of the respondents from Domestic 
market are fully satisfied when compared to 66.7% of the respondents from 
Export market and to 62.1% of the respondents from Domestic & Export sector. 
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TABLE-4.10 
PERFORMANCE - MATERIAL PROCESSED 
SI. 
No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with 
flexibility 
Satisfied 
with 
Performance 
compared to 
competitors 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Cotton 
Cot& 
Syn. 
Cotton 
Cot& 
Syn. 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
2 
0 
6 
1 
% 
2.6 
0 
7.8 
3.8 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
2 
7 
2 
% 
7.8 
7.7 
9.1 
7.7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
14 
9 
22 
9 
% 
18.2 
34.6 
28.6 
34.6 
Satisfied 
No. 
50 
13 
39 
9 
% 
64.9 
50.0 
50.6 
34.6 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
2 
3 
5 
% 
6.5 
7.7 
3.9 
19.2 
Total 
No. 
77 
26 
77 
26 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
SCottonH Cotton & Syn 
70 
60 
50 
Po) 40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
N VM 
Figure-4.14 
With regard to the subvariable PE1, 71.4% of the respondents using cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 57.7% of the 
respondents using Cotton & synthetics as processing material. 
In respect of subvariable PE2, 54.5% of the respondents who use cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 53.8% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as their processing material. 
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TABLE-4.11 
PERFORMANCE -SUPPLIERS 
SI. 
No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
flexibility 
Satisfied witti 
Performance 
compared to 
competitors 
Level 
of 
Satis-
^<{^tion 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
2 
0 
0 
6 
0 
1 
% 
29 
0 
0 
88 
0 
59 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
5 
1 
4 
2 
3 
% 
29 
27 8 
59 
59 
11 1 
176 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
17 
2 
4 
20 
5 
6 
% 
25 0 
11 1 
23 5 
29 4 
27 8 
35 3 
Satisfied 
No. 
42 
9 
12 
33 
9 
6 
% 
618 
50 0 
70 6 
48 5 
50 0 
35 3 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
2 
0 
5 
2 
1 
% 
74 
11 1 
0 
74 
11 1 
59 
Total 
No. 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
%) 
n SA H SB D others 
JZL 
IT 
N SW NF 8 VM 
PE2 
Figure-4.15 
In respect of subvariable PE1, 69.2% of the respondents using the machineries 
from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 61.1% of the respondents 
using the machineries from supplier SB and 70.6% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
55.9% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with regard to the variable PE2, when compared to 61.1% of the respondents 
using the machineries from supplier SB and to 41.2% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
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In the case of machines, the selected machines that are in the range of textile 
machineries supplied by the Suppliers SA, SB & Others. They are 
representative sample to focus the questionnaire on the dimensions and hence 
separate satisfaction levels are not prepared for individual machines. 
TABLE-4.12 
FEATURES - LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Operating 
control 
adequate 
Data 
adequate 
Quality 
adequate 
Safety 
adequate 
Features 
comparable 
with 
competitors 
Features 
compatible 
for changes 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
1 
0 
1 
3 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
3 
1 
% 
1.6 
2.4 
0 
2.4 
4.8 
2.4 
0 
0 
1.6 
2.4 
4.8 
2.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
4 
8 
2 
4 
4 
3 
1 
3 
6 
5 
2 
% 
3.2 
9.8 
12.9 
4.9 
6.5 
9.8 
4.8 
2.4 
4.8 
14.6 
8.1 
4.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
16 
7 
13 
7 
17 
15 
7 
6 
26 
14 
18 
19 
% 
25.8 
17.1 
21.0 
17.1 
27.4 
36.6 
11.3 
14,6 
41.9 
34.1 
29.0 
46.3 
Satisfied 
No. 
37 
25 
35 
26 
32 
17 
44 
28 
26 
17 
34 
17 
% 
59.7 
61.0 
56.5 
63.4 
51.6 
41.5 
71 
68.3 
41.9 
41.5 
54.8 
41.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
4 
6 
5 
6 
4 
8 
6 
6 
8 
2 
2 
% 
9.7 
9.8 
9.7 
12.2 
9.7 
9.8 
12.9 
14.6 
9.7 
7.3 
3.2 
4.9 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
103 
a South • North 
N SW NF S VM 
F1 
N SWNF S VM 
F2 
N SW NF S VM 
F3 
N SW NF S VM 
F4 
Figure -4.16 
Figure-4.17 
69.4% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied with subvariable F1 as 
compared to 70.8% of the respondents from North. 
Regarding subvariable F2, 66.2% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 75.6% of the respondents from North. 
In respect of subvariable F3, 61.3% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 51.3% of the respondents from North. 
With regard to subvariable F4, 83.9% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 82.9% of the respondents from North. 
51.6% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied with subvariable F5, as 
compared to 48.8% of the respondents from North. 
In respect of subvariable F6, 58% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 46.4% of the respondents from North. 
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TABLE-4.13 
FEATURES - SIZE 
SI. 
No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Operating 
control 
adequate 
Data 
adequate 
Quality 
adequate 
Safety 
adequate 
Features 
comparable 
witti 
competitors 
Features 
compatible 
for changes 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
2 
1 
0 
1 
3 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
3 
% 
0 
5.0 
1.6 
0 
1.6 
7.5 
0 
0 
1.6 
2.5 
1.6 
7.5 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
5 
2 
8 
1 
7 
0 
4 
2 
7 
3 
4 
% 
1.6 
12.5 
3.2 
20.0 
1.6 
17.5 
0 
10.0 
3.2 
17.5 
4.8 
10.0 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
12 
13 
7 
22 
10 
6 
7 
21 
19 
21 
16 
% 
17.5 
30.0 
20.6 
17.5 
34.9 
25.0 
9.5 
17.5 
33.3 
47.5 
33.3 
40.0 
Satisfied 
No. 
43 
19 
38 
23 
31 
18 
47 
25 
33 
10 
35 
16 
% 
68.3 
47.5 
60.3 
57.5 
49.2 
45.0 
74.6 
62.5 
52.4 
25.0 
55.6 
40.0 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
2 
9 
2 
8 
2 
10 
4 
6 
3 
3 
1 
% 
12.7 
5.0 
14.3 
5.0 
12.7 
5.0 
15.9 
10 
9.5 
7.5 
4.8 
2.5 
Total 
No. 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
I Large • l^edium 
(%) 
80 
.60 
40 
20 
0 
N SW NF S VM 
F1 
N SW NF S VM 
F2 
N SW NF S VM 
F3 
N SW NF S VM 
F4 
Figure-4.18 
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Figure-4.19 
81% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with subvariable 
F1 as compared to 52.5% of the respondents from medium industries. 
With regard to the subvariable F2, 74.6% of the respondents from large 
industries are fully satisfied as compared to 62.5% of the respondents from 
medium industries. 
In respect of subvariable F3, 61.9% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied as compared to 50.0% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
Regarding subvariable F4, 90.5% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied as compared to 72.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
61.9% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable F5, when compared to 32.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
In respect of subvariable F6, 60.4% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied when compared to 42.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
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TABLE - 4.14 
FEATURES - MARKET 
SI. 
No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Operating 
control 
adequate 
Data 
adequate 
Quality 
adequate 
Safety 
adequate 
Features 
comparable 
witti 
competitors 
Features 
compatible 
for changes 
Level of 
Satis 
.v^action 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
2 
2 
% 
3.0 
0 
2.7 
3.0 
0 
0 
6.1 
0 
5.4 
0 
0 
0 
3.0 
0 
2.7 
0 
6.1 
5.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
0 
2 
4 
3 
3 
4 
2 
2 
2 
0 
2 
3 
1 
5 
1 
2 
4 
% 
12.1 
0 
5.4 
12.1 
9.1 
8.1 
12.1 
6.1 
5.4 
6.1 
0 
5.4 
9.1 
3.0 
13.5 
3.0 
6.1 
10.8 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
7 
9 
4 
6 
10 
13 
12 
7 
4 
2 
7 
17 
13 
10 
15 
13 
9 
% 
21.2 
21.2 
24.3 
12.1 
18.2 
27.0 
39.4 
36.4 
18.9 
12.1 
6.1 
18.9 
51.5 
39.4 
27.0 
45.5 
39.4 
24.3 
Satisfied 
No. 
19 
25 
18 
22 
23 
16 
10 
18 
21 
25 
29 
18 
8 
18 
17 
16 
16 
19 
% 
57.6 
75.8 
48.6 
66.7 
69.7 
43.2 
30.3 
54.5 
56.8 
75.8 
87.9 
48.6 
24.2 
54.5 
45.9 
48.5 
48.5 
51.4 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
1 
7 
2 
1 
8 
4 
1 
5 
2 
2 
10 
4 
1 
4 
1 
0 
3 
% 
6.1 
3.0 
18.9 
6.1 
30 
216 
12.1 
3.0 
13.5 
61 
6.1 
27.0 
12.1 
3.0 
10.8 
3.0 
0 
8.1 
Total 
No. 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
80 
(%) 
60 
40 
20 
0 ^ . n n H I J 
N SW NF S VM 
F1 
Q Domestic • Export D Dom+Exp 
„ [kidl ail ma n i 
N SW NF S VM N SW 
II nJ\ 
NF S VM 
F2 F3 
nnrJ] 
I ^ 1 J 
N SW NF S VM 
F4 
Figure - 4.20 
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• Domestic P Export D Dom+Exp 
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20 
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VM 
Figure-4.21 
With regard to the subvariable F1, 63.7% of the respondents from Domestic 
market are fully satisfied when compared to 78.8% of the respondents from 
Export market and to 67.5% of the respondents from Domestic and Export 
market sector. 
In respect of subvariable F2, 72.8% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied when compared to 72.7% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 64.8% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
Regarding the subvariable F3, 42.4% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied when compared to 57.5% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 70.3% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
81.9% of the respondents from Domestic market are fully satisfied with variable 
F4 as compared to 94% of the respondents from Export market and 75.6% of 
the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
In respect of subvariable F5, 36.3% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied as compared to 57.5% of the respondents from Export market 
and to 56.7% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market. 
Regarding subvariable F6, 51.5% of the respondents from Domestic market are 
fully satisfied when compared to 48.5% of the respondents from Export market 
and 59.5% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sectors. 
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TABLE-4.15 
FEATURES - MATERIAL 
C = Cotton C & S = Cotton & Synthetics 
SI. 
No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Operating 
control 
adequate 
Data 
adequate 
Quality 
adequate 
Safety 
adequate 
Features 
comparable 
witti 
competitors 
Features 
compatible 
for changes 
Level of 
Satis 
.^action 
C 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
1 
1 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
3 
1 
% 
1.3 
3.8 
1.3 
0 
5.2 
0 
0 
0 
1,3 
3,8 
3,9 
3,8 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
1 
9 
1 
5 
3 
2 
2 
6 
3 
6 
1 
% 
6.5 
3.8 
11.7 
3.8 
6.5 
11.5 
2.6 
7.7 
7.8 
11.5 
7.8 
3.8 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
15 
8 
13 
7 
27 
5 
8 
5 
29 
11 
26 
11 
% 
18.5 
30.8 
16,9 
26,9 
35,1 
19.2 
10.4 
18.2 
37.7 
42.3 
33.8 
42.3 
Satisfied 
No. 
45 
13 
47 
14 
36 
13 
59 
13 
34 
9 
40 
11 
% 
63.6 
50.0 
61.0 
53.8 
46.8 
50.0 
76.6 
50.0 
44.2 
34.6 
51.9 
42.3 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
3 
7 
4 
5 
5 
8 
6 
7 
2 
2 
2 
% 
9.1 
11.5 
9.1 
15.4 
6.5 
19.2 
10.4 
23.1 
9.1 
7.7 
2.6 
7.7 
Total 
No. 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
Q Cotton • Cotton+Synthetic 
100 
80 
(%) 60 
40 
20 
0 11 R M _D Cm^ , l!7OT , _A 
N SW NF S VM 
F1 
N SW NF S VM 
F2 
N SW NF S VM 
F3 
N SW NF S VM 
F4 
Figure-4.22 
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• Cotton 3 Cotton+Synthetic 
Figure - 4.23 
Regarding subvariable F1, 72.7% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 61.5% of the 
respondents using cotton and synthetic as processing material. 
In respect of subvariable F2, 70.1% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied as compared to 69.2% of the respondents 
using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
53.3% of the respondents using Cotton as processing material are fully satisfied 
with subvariable F3, when compared to 69.2% of the respondents using Cotton 
and Synthetics as processing material. 
With regard to subvariable F4, 87% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 73.1% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
53.5% of the respondents using Cotton as processing material are fully satisfied 
with subvariable F5, when compared to 42.3% of the respondents using Cotton 
and Synthetics as processing material. 
In respect of subvariable F6, 54.5% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 50% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
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TABLE-4.16 
LEVEL OF SATISFACTION ON FEATURES IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
SI. 
No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Operating 
control 
adequate 
Data 
adequate 
Quality 
adequate 
Safety 
adequate 
Features 
comparable 
with 
competitors 
Features 
compatible 
for changes 
Level of 
Satis 
faction 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
3 
0 
1 
% 
0 
0 
11 
15 
0 
0 
5.9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
29 
0 
0 
44 
0 
5.8 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
2 
1 
10 
0 
0 
7 
1 
8 
2 
1 
1 
6 
1 
2 
5 
1 
1 
% 
4.4 
11 1 
5.8 
14.7 
0 
0 
10.3 
5.6 
0 
2.9 
56 
5.8 
88 
5.6 
11.8 
7.4 
5.6 
5.8 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
17 
5 
1 
14 
3 
3 
17 
5 
10 
11 
2 
0 
32 
8 
4 
22 
8 
7 
% 
25.0 
27 8 
58 
20.6 
16.7 
176 
25 9 
27.8 
58.8 
16.2 
11.1 
0 
47.1 
44.4 
23 6 
32.4 
44.4 
41.2 
Satisfied 
No. 
44 
8 
10 
38 
11 
12 
35 
10 
4 
47 
14 
11 
23 
7 
10 
36 
7 
8 
% 
64.7 
44.4 
58 8 
55.9 
61.1 
70.7 
51.5 
55 6 
23.6 
691 
77.8 
64.8 
33.8 
38.9 
58.8 
52.9 
38.9 
47 2 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
3 
3 
5 
4 
2 
5 
2 
3 
8 
1 
5 
5 
2 
1 
2 
2 
0 
% 
59 
16.7 
17.6 
74 
22.2 
117 
74 
11.1 
17.6 
11.8 
5.6 
29.4 
7.4 
11.1 
5.8 
2.9 
11 1 
0 
Total 
No. 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
111 
nSAHSB • others 
100 
(%) 80 
60 
40 
20 
JLiA JL n h Li r 1 
N SW NF S VM 
F1 
N SW NF S VM 
F2 
N SW NF S VM 
F3 
N SW NF S VM 
F4 
Figure - 4.24 
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Figure - 4.25 
With regard to subvariable F1, 70.6% of the respondents using machineries 
from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 61.1% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 76.4% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
In respect of subvariable F2, 63.3% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 83.3% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 82.4% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
With regard to subvariable F3, 58.9% of the respondents using machineries 
from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 66.7% of the 
respondents using machineries from supplier SB and to 41.2% of the 
respondents using machineries from other suppliers. 
80.9% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with subvariable F4, when compared to 83.4% of the respondents using 
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machineries from supplier SB and to 94.2% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
Regarding subvariable F5, 41.2% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 50% of the respondents using 
machineries from supplier SB and to 64.6% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
In respect of subvariable F6, 55.8% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 50% of the respondents using 
machineries from supplier SB and to47.2% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
TABLE-4.17 
QUALITY - LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
04 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
existing 
quality 
Need for 
further quality 
improvement 
Consistency 
of quality 
achieved 
Realization 
level 
achieved 
Level of 
Satis-
•x^ction 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
2 
3 
2 
0 
1 
1 
% 
1.6 
0 
3.2 
7.3 
3.2 
0 
1.6 
2.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
4 
11 
2 
2 
3 
4 
6 
% 
4.8 
9.8 
17.7 
4.9 
3.2 
7.3 
6.5 
14.6 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
24 
15 
4 
7 
20 
15 
16 
8 
% 
38.7 
36.6 
6.5 
17.1 
32.3 
36.6 
25.8 
19.5 
Satisfied 
No. 
29 
19 
37 
26 
33 
19 
34 
23 
% 
46.8 
46.3 
59.7 
63.4 
53.2 
46.3 
54.8 
56.1 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
3 
8 
3 
5 
4 
7 
3 
% 
8.1 
7.3 
12.9 
7.3 
8.1 
9.8 
11.3 
7.3 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
• South a North 
N SW NF S VM 
Q1 
N SW NF S VM N SW NF S VM N SW NF S VM 
Q2 Q3 Q4 
Figure - 4.26 
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54.9% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied with the subvarlable Q1 
when compared to 53.6% of the respondents from North. 
With regard to the subvarlable Q2, 72.6% of the respondents from South are 
fully satisfied when compared to 70.7% of the respondents from North. 
In respect of subvarlable Q3, 61.3% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied when compared to 56.1% of the respondents from North. 
Regarding subvarlable Q4, 66.1% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied when compared to 63.4% of the respondents from North. 
TABLE-4.18 
QUALITY - SIZE 
SI. 
No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
04 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
existing 
quality 
Need for 
further quality 
improvement 
Consistency 
of quality 
achieved 
Realization 
level 
achieved 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
1 
4 
1 
0 
2 
1 
1 
% 
0 
25 
63 
25 
0 
50 
16 
25 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
4 
7 
6 
2 
3 
3 
7 
% 
48 
100 
111 
150 
32 
75 
48 
175 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
24 
15 
7 
4 
21 
14 
11 
13 
% 
381 
37 5 
111 
100 
33 3 
35 0 
175 
32 5 
Satisfied 
No. 
31 
17 
36 
27 
33 
19 
40 
17 
% 
49 2 
42 5 
571 
67 5 
52 4 
47 5 
63 5 
42 5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
3 
9 
2 
7 
2 
8 
2 
% 
79 
75 
14 3 
50 
11 1 
50 
127 
50 
Total 
No. 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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{%) 
N SW NF S VM 
Q1 
N SW NF S VM 
Q2 
N SW NF S VM 
Q3 
N SW NF S VM 
Q4 
Figure - 4.27 
In respect of subvariable Q1, 57.1% of the respondents from large industries 
are fully satisfied when compared to 50% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
With regard to subvariable Q2, 71.4% of the respondents from large industries 
are fully satisfied when compared to 72.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
63.5% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable Q3, when compared to 52.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
Regarding subvariable Q4, 76.2% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied when compared to 47.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
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TABLE-4.19 
QUALITY - MARKET 
SI. 
No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
existing 
quality 
Need for 
further quality 
improvement 
Consistency 
of quality 
achieved 
Realization 
level 
achieved 
Level of 
Satis-
1 faction 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Domestic 
Export 
D&E 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
1 
0 
3 
2 
1 
0 
1 
0 
2 
0 
% 
0 
0 
27 
0 
9.1 
54 
3.0 
0 
27 
0 
6.1 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
3 
1 
5 
4 
4 
1 
3 
1 
2 
3 
5 
% 
9.1 
9.1 
27 
15.2 
12.1 
108 
3.0 
9.1 
27 
6.1 
9.1 
13.5 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
14 
14 
11 
6 
2 
3 
14 
9 
12 
11 
8 
5 
% 
42.4 
42 4 
29 7 
18.2 
6.1 
81 
42.4 
27.3 
32 4 
33.3 
24 2 
13.5 
Satisfied 
No. 
12 
15 
21 
19 
23 
21 
13 
20 
19 
17 
18 
22 
% 
36 4 
45 5 
56 8 
57 6 
69.7 
56.8 
39.4 
60.6 
514 
51.5 
54.5 
59.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
1 
3 
3 
1 
7 
4 
1 
4 
3 
2 
5 
% 
12.1 
3.0 
81 
9.1 
30 
18.9 
12.1 
3.0 
10.8 
9.1 
6.1 
13.5 
Total 
No. 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
,D Domestic a Exports D Dom+Exp 
80 
60 
20 
0 OL 
J 1 
N SW NF S VM N SW NF S VM N SW NF S VM N SW NF S VM 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
Figure-4.28 
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In respect of subvariable Q1, 48.5% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied when compared to 48.5% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 64.9% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market 
sector. 
With regard to subvariable Q2, 66.7% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied when compared to 72.7% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 75.7% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market 
sector. 
51.5% of the respondents from Domestic market are fully satisfied with 
subvariable Q3, when compared to 63.6% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 62.2% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market 
sector. 
Regarding subvariable Q4, 60.6% of the respondents from Domestic market are 
fully satisfied when compared to 60.6% of the respondents from Export market 
and to 73% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market. 
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TABLE - 4.20 
QUALITY - MATERIAL 
C = Cotton C & S = Cotton & Synthetics 
SI. 
No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
existing 
quality 
Need for 
furttier quality 
improvement 
Consistency 
of quality 
achieved 
Realization 
level 
achieved 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
C 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
c 
c&s 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
3 
2 
2 
0 
2 
0 
% 
1,3 
0 
3.9 
7.7 
2.6 
0 
2.6 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
2 
12 
1 
4 
1 
8 
2 
% 
6.5 
7.7 
15.6 
3.8 
5.2 
3.8 
10.4 
7.7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
30 
7 
7 
4 
29 
6 
20 
4 
% 
41.6 
26.9 
9.1 
15.4 
37.7 
23.1 
26.0 
15.4 
Satisfied 
No. 
33 
15 
47 
16 
38 
14 
41 
16 
% 
42.9 
57.7 
61.0 
61.5 
49.4 
53.8 
53.2 
61.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
2 
8 
3 
4 
5 
6 
4 
% 
7.8 
7.7 
10.4 
11.5 
5.2 
19.2 
7.8 
15.4 
Total 
No. 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
S Cotton • Cotton+Syn 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
N SW NF S VM 
Q1 
N SW NF S VM 
Q2 
N SW NF S VM 
Q3 
N SW NF S VM 
Q4 
Figure - 4.29 
In respect of subvariable Q1, 50.7% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 65.4% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
Regarding subvariable Q2, 71.4% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 73% of the 
respondents using Cotton and Synthetics as processing material. 
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54.6% of the respondents using Cotton as processing material are fully satisfied 
with subvariable Q3, when compared to 73% of the respondents using Cotton & 
Synthetics as processing material. 
With regard to subvariable Q4, 61% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 76.9% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
TABLE-4.21 
QUALITY - SUPPLIERS 
SI. 
No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
04 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
existing 
quality 
Need for 
further quality 
improvement 
Consistency 
of quality 
achieved 
Realization 
level 
achieved 
Level of 
Satis 
faction 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
0 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
2 
0 
0 
% 
1.5 
0 
0 
4.4 
5.6 
5.9 
1.5 
56 
0 
2.9 
0 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
2 
3 
9 
3 
1 
3 
0 
2 
5 
3 
2 
% 
2.9 
11.1 
17.6 
13.2 
167 
5.9 
4.4 
0 
11.7 
74 
16.7 
11.7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
23 
8 
8 
7 
1 
3 
24 
5 
6 
16 
2 
6 
% 
33.8 
44.4 
47.0 
10.3 
5.6 
177 
35.3 
27.8 
35.4 
23.5 
11.1 
35.4 
Satisfied 
No. 
39 
4 
5 
42 
10 
11 
34 
9 
9 
37 
12 
8 
% 
57. 
22.2 
29.5 
61.8 
55.6 
64.6 
50.0 
50.0 
52.9 
54.4 
66.7 
47.0 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
4 
1 
7 
3 
1 
6 
3 
0 
8 
1 
1 
% 
4.4 
22.2 
5.9 
10.3 
16.7 
5.9 
8.8 
16.7 
0 
11.8 
5.6 
5.9 
Total 
No. 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 1 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
11® ' 
D SA ^ SB D Others 
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60 
N SWNF S VM 
Q1 
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Q3 
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Q4 
Figure-4.30 
61.4% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with subvariable Q1, when compared to 44.4% of the respondents using 
machineries from supplier SB and to 35.4% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
In respect of subvariable Q2, 72.1% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 72.3% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 70.5% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
Regarding subvariable Q3, 58.8% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 66.7% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 52.9% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
With regard to subvariable Q4, 66.2% of the respondents from supplier SA are 
fully satisfied when compared to 72.3% of the respondents using machineries 
from supplier SB and to 52.9% of the respondents using machineries from other 
suppliers. 
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TABLE - 4.22 
MAINTENANCE -LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Maintenance 
Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied withi 
overall 
utilisation 
Cost of 
maintenance 
and spares 
acceptable 
Satisfied witii 
overall 
appearance 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Soutii 
North 
Soutti 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
5 
2 
1 
0 
2 
1 
1 
0 
% 
8.1 
4.9 
1.6 
0 
3.2 
2.4 
1.6 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
2 
5 
3 
12 
6 
1 
1 
% 
9.7 
4.9 
8.1 
7.3 
19.4 
14.6 
1.6 
2.4 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
18 
15 
16 
14 
18 
18 
8 
7 
% 
29.0 
36.6 
25.8 
34.1 
29.0 
43.9 
12.9 
17.1 
Satisfied 
No. 
28 
17 
35 
21 
26 
14 
44 
31 
% 
45.2 
41.5 
56.5 
51.2 
41.9 
34.1 
71.0 
75.6 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
5 
5 
3 
4 
2 
8 
2 
% 
8.1 
12.2 
8.1 
7.3 
6.5 
4.9 
12.9 
4.9 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
52 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
i i South • North 
(%) 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 [^ fc J- ^ m J S e^. J M . i jk 
N SW NF S VM 
M1 
N SW NF S VM 
M2 
N SW NF S VM 
M3 
N SW NF S VM 
M4 
Figure-4.31 
53.3% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied with subvariable M1, 
when compared to 53.7% of the respondents from North. 
In respect of subvariable M2, 64.6% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied when compared to 58.5% of the respondents from North. 
With regard to subvariable M3, 48.4% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied when compared to 39% of the respondents from North. 
Regarding subvariable M4, 83.9% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied when compared to 80.5% of the respondents from North. 
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TABLE - 4.23 
MAINTENANCE - SIZE 
SI. ' 
No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Maintenance 
Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
utilisation 
Cost of 
maintenance 
and spares 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
appearance 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
2 
5 
0 
1 
0 
3 
0 
1 
% 
3.2 
12.5 
0 
2.5 
0 
7.5 
0 
2.5 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
3 
1 
7 
10 
8 
0 
2 
% 
7.5 
7.5 
1.6 
17.5 
15.9 
20.0 
0 
5.0 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
25 
8 
21 
9 
23 
13 
10 
5 
% 
39.7 
20.0 
33.3 
22.5 
36.5 
32.5 
15.9 
12.5 
Satisfied 
No. 
24 
21 
36 
20 
27 
13 
49 
26 
% 
38.1 
52.5 
57.1 
50.0 
42.9 
32.5 
77.8 
65.0 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
3 
5 
3 
3 
3 
4 
6 
% 
11.1 
7.5 
7.9 
7.5 
4.8 
7.5 
6.3 
15.0 
Total 
No. 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
Large • Medium 
N SW NF S VM 
M1 
N SW NF S VM 
M2 
N SW NF S VM 
M3 
N SW NF S VM 
M4 
Figure - 4.32 
Regarding subvariable M1, 49.2% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied when compared to 60% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
In respect of subvariable M2, 65% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied when compared to 57.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
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With regard to subvariable M3, 47 7% of the respondents from large industries 
are fully satisfied when compared to 40% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
84.1% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable M4 when compared to 80% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
TABLE - 4.24 
MAINTENANCE - MARKET 
SI. 
No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Maintenance 
Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
utilization 
Cost of 
maintenance 
and spares 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
appearance 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom& 
Exp 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom& 
Exp 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom& 
Exp 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom& 
Exp 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
2 
4 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
% 
30 
61 
108 
30 
0 
0 
61 
0 
27 
30 
0 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
3 
1 
4 
1 
3 
4 
11 
3 
1 
0 
1 
% 
121 
91 
27 
121 
30 
81 
121 
33 3 
81 
30 
0 
27 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
9 
12 
12 
8 
13 
9 
15 
6 
15 
4 
4 
7 
% 
27 3 
364 
32 4 
24 2 
39 4 
24 3 
45 5 
182 
40 5 
121 
121 
189 
Satisfied 
No. 
17 
13 
15 
16 
18 
22 
9 
16 
15 
23 
28 
24 
% 
515 
39 4 
40 5 
48 5 
545 
59 5 
27 3 
48 5 
40 5 
69 7 
848 
64 9 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
3 
5 
4 
1 
3 
3 
0 
3 
4 
1 
5 
% 
61 
91 
135 
121 
30 
81 
91 
0 
81 
121 
30 
135 
Total 
No. 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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Q Domestic 1 Export D Dom+Exp 
J3^ 
N SW NF S VM 
Ml 
N SW NF S VM 
M3 
N SW NF S VM 
M4 
Figure - 4.33 
57.6% of the respondents from Domestic market are fully satisfied with 
subvariable M1 when compared to 48.5% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 54% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market sector. 
With regard to subvariable M2, 60.6% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied when compared to 57.5% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 67.6% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market 
sector. 
In respect of subvariable MS, 36.4% of the respondents from Domestic markets 
are fully satisfied when compared to 48.5% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 48.6% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market 
sector. 
Regarding subvariable M4, 81.8% of the respondents from Domestic market are 
fully satisfied when compared to 87.8% of the respondents from Export market 
and to 78.4% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
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TABLE - 4.25 
MAINTENANCE -MATERIALS 
SI. 
No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Maintenance 
Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied 
with overall 
utilization 
Cost of 
maintenance 
and spares 
Satisfied 
with overall 
appearance 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
6 
1 
1 
0 
3 
0 
1 
0 
% 
7.8 
3.8 
1.3 
0 
3.9 
0 
1.3 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
1 
7 
1 
16 
2 
2 
0 
% 
9.1 
3.8 
9.1 
3.8 
20.8 
7.7 
2.6 
0 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
20 
13 
20 
10 
23 
13 
11 
4 
% 
26.0 
50.0 
26.0 
38.5 
29.9 
50.0 
14.3 
15.4 
Satisfied 
No. 
36 
9 
44 
12 
31 
9 
56 
19 
% 
46.8 
34.6 
57.1 
46.2 
40.3 
34.6 
72.7 
73.1 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
2 
5 
3 
4 
2 
7 
3 
% 
10.4 
7.7 
6.5 
11.5 
5.2 
7.7 
9.1 
11.5 
Total 
No. 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
a Cotton • Cotton+Syn 
N SW NF S VM 
M1 
N SW NF S VM 
M2 
N SW NF S VM 
M3 
N SW NF S VM 
M4 
Figure - 4.34 
57.2% of the respondents using cotton as processing material are fully satisfied 
with subvariable Ml when compared to 42.3% of the respondents using Cotton 
and Synthetics as processing material. 
With regard to subvariable M2, 63.6% of the respondents using cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 57.7% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
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In respect of the subvariable M3, 45.5% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing nnateriaj are fully satisfied when compared to 42.3% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
Regarding subvariable M4, 81.8% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 84.6% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
TABLE - 4.26 
MAINTENANCE -SUPPLIERS 
SI. 
No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Maintenance 
Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
utilisation 
Cost of 
maintenance 
and spares 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
appearance 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
6 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
% 
8.8 
0 
5.9 
1.5 
0 
0 
2.9 
5.6 
0 
0 
5.6 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
3 
1 
7 
1 
0 
11 
2 
5 
2 
0 
0 
% 
5.9 
16.7 
5.9 
10.3 
5.6 
0 
0 
16.2 
11.1 
29.4 
2.9 
0 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
21 
4 
8 
20 
5 
5 
23 
10 
3 
8 
2 
5 
% 
30.9 
22.2 
47.1 
29.4 
27.8 
29.4 
33.8 
55.6 
17.6 
11.8 
11.1 
29.4 
Satisfied 
No. 
32 
8 
5 
34 
10 
12 
28 
4 
8 
51 
13 
11 
% 
47.1 
44.4 
29.4 
50.0 
55.6 
70.6 
41.2 
22.2 
47.1 
75.0 
72.2 
64.7 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
3 
2 
6 
2 
0 
4 
1 
1 
7 
2 
1 
% 
7.4 
16.7 
11.7 
8.8 
11.1 
0 
5.9 
5.6 
5.9 
10.3 
11.1 
5.9 
Total 
No. 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
USA"SB • Others 
ML 
N SW NF S VM 
Ml 
N SW NF S VM 
M2 
N SW NF S VM 
M3 
N SW NF S VM 
M4 
Figure-4.35 
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In respect of subvariable M1, 54.5% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 61.1% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 41.1% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
58.8% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with subvariable M2, when compared to 66.7% of the respondents using 
machineries from supplier SB and to 70.6% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
With regard to subvariable M3, 47.1% of the respondents using machineries 
from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 27.8% of respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 53% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
Regarding subvariable M4., 85.3% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 83.3% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 70.6% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
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TABLE - 4.27 
USER FRIENDLINESS - LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
System 
conducive 
for 
Maintenance 
Features are 
user friendly 
Satisfied with 
overall 
ergonomics 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
2 
1 
2 
1 
% 
1.6 
0 
3.2 
2.4 
3.2 
2.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
1 
4 
5 
0 
5 
% 
8.1 
2.4 
6.5 
12.2 
0 
12.2 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
14 
U 
11 
6 
23 
10 
% 
22.6 
26.8 
17.7 
14.6 
37.1 
24.4 
Satisfied 
No. 
39 
26 
41 
27 
33 
23 
% 
62.9 
63.4 
66.1 
65.9 
53.2 
56.1 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
3 
4 
2 
4 
2 
% 
4.8 
7.3 
6.5 
4.9 
6.5 
49 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
a South • North 
N SW NF S VM 
U1 
N SW NF S VM 
U2 
N SW NF S VM 
U3 
Figure-4.36 
Regarding the subvariable U1, 67.7% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 70.7% of the respondents from North. 
In respect of subvariable U2, 72.6%of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied as compared to 70.8% of the respondents from North. 
59.7% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied with subvariable U3 as 
compared to 61% of the respondents from North. 
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TABLE - 4.28 
USER FRIENDLINESS - SIZE 
SI. 
No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
System 
conducive 
for 
Maintenance 
Features are 
user friendly 
Satisfied witti 
overall 
ergonomics 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
1 
0 
3 
0 
3 
% 
0 
2.5 
0 
7.5 
0 
7.5 
Somev)/hat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
5 
4 
5 
1 
4 
% 
1.6 
12.5 
6.3 
12.5 
1.6 
10.0 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
15 
10 
7 
10 
22 
11 
% 
23.8 
25.0 
11.1 
25.0 
34.9 
27.5 
Satisfied 
No. 
42 
23 
48 
20 
36 
20 
% 
66.7 
57.5 
76.2 
50.0 
57.1 
50.0 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
1 
4 
2 
4 
2 
% 
7.9 
2.5 
6.3 
5.0 
6.3 
5.0 
Total 
No. 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
Large • Medium 
N SW NF S VM 
U2 
N SW NF S VM 
U3 
Figure-4.37 
With regard to the subvariable U1, 74.6% of the respondents from large 
industries are fully satisfied as compared to 60% of the respondents from 
medium industries. 
82.5% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable U2 as compared to 55% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
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In respect of subvariable U3, 63.4% of the respondents from large industries 
are fully satisfied as compared to 55% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
TABLE - 4.29 
USER FRIENDLINESS - MARKET 
SI. 
No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
System 
conducive 
for 
Maintenance 
Features are 
user friendly 
Satisfied witli 
overall 
ergonomics 
Level of 
Satis-
1 faction 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom& 
Exp. 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom& 
Exp. 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom& 
Exp. 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
1 
0 
% 
0 
30 
0 
3.0 
3.0 
27 
3.0 
3.0 
2.7 
Somev\rhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
1 
4 
3 
2 
4 
2 
1 
2 
% 
3.0 
3.0 
10.8 
9.1 
6.1 
108 
6.1 
30 
5.4 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
9 
8 
8 
9 
6 
2 
10 
17 
6 
% 
27.3 
24.2 
21.6 
27.3 
18.2 
5.4 
30.3 
51.5 
16.2 
Satisfied 
No. 
21 
20 
24 
18 
24 
26 
19 
13 
24 
% 
63.6 
60.6 
64.9 
54.5 
72.7 
70.3 
57.6 
39.4 
64.9 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
3 
1 
2 
0 
4 
1 
1 
4 
% 
6.1 
9.1 
2.7 
6.0 
0 
10.8 
3.0 
3.0 
10.8 
Total 
No. 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
Q Domestic • Export D Dom+Exp 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 - r J H 
N SW NF S VM N SW NF S VM 
MU1 MU5 
N SW NF S \ ^ 
MU6 
Figure-4.38 
With regard to the subvariable U1, 69.7% of the respondents from domestic 
market are fully satisfied when compared to 69.7% of the respondents from 
Export market and to 67.6% of the respondents from Domestic and Export 
sector. 
60.5% of the respondents from Domestic sector are fully satisfied with the 
subvariable U2 whereas 72.7% of the respondents from Export sector are fully 
fEliSIS 
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satisfied with this subvariable and 81.1% of the respondents from Domestic & 
Export sector are fully satisfied. 
In respect of subvariable U3, 60.6% of the respondents from Domestic sector 
are fully satisfied in comparison to 42.4% of the respondents from Export sector 
and 75.7% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
TABLE - 4.30 
USER FRIENDLINESS - MATERIAL 
SI. 
No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
System 
conducive 
for 
Maintenance 
Features are 
user friendly 
Satisfied 
with overall 
ergonomics 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
2 
1 
2 
1 
% 
1.3 
0 
2.6 
3.8 
2.6 
3.8 
Somevtrhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
1 
7 
2 
3 
2 
% 
6.5 
3.8 
9.1 
7.7 
3.9 
7.7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
^ 
7 
15 
2 
28 
5 
% 
23.4 
26.9 
19.5 
7.7 
36.4 
19.2 
Satisfied 
No. 
48 
17 
49 
19 
40 
16 
% 
62.3 
65.4 
63.6 
73.1 
51.3 
61.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
1 
4 
2 
4 
2 
% 
6.5 
3.8 
5.2 
7.7 
5.2 
7.7 
Total 
No. 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
O Cotton • Cotton+Syn 
%) 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 
N SW NF S VM 
U3 
Figure - 4.39 
With regard to subvariable U1, 68.8% of the respondents who use Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied compared to 69.2% of the respondents 
using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
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68.8% of the respondents using Cotton as processing material are fully satisfied 
with the subvariable U2 when compared to 80.8% of the respondents using 
Cotton & Synthetics as their processing material. 
In respect of subvariable U3, 56.5% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 69.2% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as their processing material. 
TABLE - 4.31 
USER FRIENDLINESS - SUPPLIERS 
81. 
No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
System 
conducive 
for 
Maintenance 
Features are 
user friendly 
Satisfied with 
overall 
ergonomics 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 
3 
0 
0 
% 
1.5 
0 
0 
2.9 
0 
5.8 
4.4 
0 
0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
0 
2 
4 
2 
3 
2 
1 
2 
% 
5.9 
0 
11,9 
5.9 
11,1 
17,7 
2.9 
5.6 
11,9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
19 
5 
1 
14 
2 
1 
21 
4 
8 
% 
27,9 
27,8 
5.8 
20.6 
11.1 
5,8 
30,9 
22.2 
47,1 
Satisfied 
No. 
41 
11 
13 
44 
12 
12 
38 
12 
6 
% 
60.3 
61.1 
76,5 
64.7 
66.7 
70.7 
55.9 
66.7 
35.2 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
2 
1 
4 
2 
0 
4 
1 
1 
% 
4,4 
11.1 
5.8 
5,9 
11.1 
0 
5.9 
5,6 
5,8 
Total 
No. 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
(%) 
OSA H S B D Others 
100 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 n rm I 
SW NF S VM 
U1 
N SW NF S VM 
U2 
N SW NF 8 
U3 
VM 
Figure - 4.40 
64.7% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with regard to the variable U1 when compared to 72.2% of the respondents 
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using machineries from supplier SB and to 82.3% of the respondents using 
machineries from others. 
In respect of subvariable U2, 70.6% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 77.8% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 70.7% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
With regard to subvariable U3, 61.8% of the respondents using machineries 
from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 72.3% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 41% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
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TABLE - 4.32 
AFTER SALES SERVICE - LOCATION 
SI. 
No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
service after 
sales 
Satisfied with 
personnel 
Satisfied with 
service 
backup 
Satisfied with 
service time 
and solutions 
Features and 
critical 
aspects 
explained 
Details of 
parts 
adequately 
provided 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
South 
North 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
1 
1 
4 
1 
2 
2 
5 
1 
3 
1 
% 
0 
0 
1.6 
2.4 
6.5 
2.4 
3.2 
4.9 
8.1 
2.4 
4.8 
2.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
3 
5 
3 
7 
5 
10 
7 
5 
1 
3 
2 
% 
4.8 
7.3 
8.1 
7.3 
11.3 
12.2 
16.1 
17.1 
8.1 
2.4 
4.8 
4.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
15 
13 
14 
15 
12 
16 
19 
17 
15 
12 
10 
% 
17.7 
36.6 
21.0 
34.1 
24.2 
29.3 
25.8 
46.3 
27.4 
36.6 
19.4 
24.4 
Satisfied 
No. 
37 
21 
36 
22 
30 
23 
30 
12 
33 
24 
41 
27 
% 
59.7 
51.2 
58.1 
53.7 
48.4 
56.1 
48.4 
29.3 
53.2 
58.5 
66.1 
65.9 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
2 
7 
1 
6 
0 
4 
1 
2 
0 
3 
1 
% 
17.7 
4.9 
11.3 
2.4 
9.7 
0 
6.5 
2.4 
3.2 
0 
4.8 
2.4 
Total 
No. 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
62 
41 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
70 
60 
50 
(%)40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
N SW NF S VM 
A1 
South • North 
N SW NF S VM 
A2 
m 
N SW NF S VM 
A3 
Figure 4.41 
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a South B North 
N sw NF S 
AS 
VM 
_ X 3 K 
Figure - 4.42 
In respect of subvariableAl, 77.4% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied when compared to 56.1% of the respondents from North. 
With regard to subvariable A2, 69.4% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied ,when compared to 56.1% of the respondents from North. 
For A3, the level is 58.1 for South and 56.1 for North customers. 
Regarding subvariable A4, 54.9% of the respondents from South are fully 
satisfied when compared to 31.7% of the respondents from North. In respect of 
subvariable A5, 56.4% of the respondents from South are fully satisfied when 
compared to 58.5% of the respondents from North. 70.9% of the respondents 
from South are fully satisfied with subvariable A6, when compared to 68.3% of 
the respondents from North. 
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TABLE - 4.33 
AFTER SALES SERVICE - SIZE 
SI. 
No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
service after 
sa]es 
Satisfied witti 
personnel 
Satisfied with 
service 
backup 
Satisfied with 
service time 
and solutions 
Features and 
critical 
aspects 
explained 
Details of 
parts 
adequately 
provided 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Large 
Medium 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
3 
1 
3 
1 
5 
1 
3 
% 
0 
0 
0 
5.0 
3.2 
7.5 
1.6 
7.5 
1.6 
12.5 
1.6 
7.5 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
1 
6 
2 
7 
5 
13 
4 
2 
4 
2 
3 
% 
7.9 
2.5 
9.5 
5.0 
11.1 
12.5 
20.6 
10.0 
3.2 
10.0 
3.2 
7.5 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
14 
12 
17 
10 
16 
11 
24 
11 
18 
14 
10 
12 
% 
22.2 
30.0 
27.0 
25.0 
25.4 
27.5 
38.1 
27.5 
28.6 
35.0 
15.9 
30.0 
Satisfied 
No. 
37 
21 
33 
25 
34 
19 
23 
19 
41 
16 
48 
20 
% 
58.7 
52.5 
52.4 
62.5 
54.0 
47.5 
36.5 
47.5 
65.1 
40.0 
76.2 
50.0 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
6 
7 
1 
4 
2 
2 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
% 
11.1 
15.0 
11.1 
2.5 
6.3 
5.0 
3.2 
7.5 
1.6 
2.5 
3.2 
5.0 
Total 
No. 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
63 
40 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
• Large • Medium 
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A2 
Figure - 4.43 
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In respect of subvariable A1, 69.8% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied when compared to 67.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
With regard to subvariable A2, 63.5% of the respondents from large industries 
are fully satisfied when compared to 65.0% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
60.3% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A3, when compared to 52.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
Regarding subvariable A4, 39.7% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied when compared to 55.0% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
In respect of subvariable A5, 66.7% of the respondents from large industries are 
fully satisfied when compared to 42.5% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
79.4% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A6, when compared to 55.0% of the respondents from medium 
industries. 
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TABLE - 4.34 
AFTER SALES SERVICE - MARKE T 
SI. 
No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Profile & \ 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
service after 
sales 
Satisfied witii 
personnel 
Satisfied with 
service 
backup 
Satisfied with 
service time 
and solutions 
Features and 
critical 
aspects 
explained 
Details of 
parts 
adequately 
provided 
Level of 
Satis-
Faction 
Domestic^ 
Export 
Dom. & 
Exp. 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom & 
Exp. 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom. & 
Exp. 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom. & 
Exp. 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom. & 
Exp. 
Domestic 
Export 
Dom. & 
Exp. 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
% 
0 
0 
0 
3.0 
0 
27 
3.0 
9.1 
27 
3.0 
6.1 
2.7 
9.1 
3.0 
5.4 
6.1 
3.0 
27 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
4 
1 
1 
7 
0 
4 
5 
3 
3 
9 
5 
2 
2 
2 
0 
4 
1 
% 
3.0 
12.1 
2.7 
3.0 
21.2 
0 
12.1 
15.2 
8.1 
9.1 
27.3 
13.5 
6.1 
6.1 
5.4 
0 
12.1 
2.7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
9 
6 
13 
6 
8 
12 
6 
9 
10 
11 
14 
10 
8 
14 
11 
5 
6 
% 
33.3 
27.3 
16.2 
39.4 
18.2 
21.6 
36.4 
18.2 
24.3 
30.3 
33.3 
37.8 
30.3 
24.2 
37.8 
30.3 
15.2 
16.2 
Satisfied 
No. 
16 
16 
26 
16 
18 
24 
15 
18 
20 
17 
11 
14 
17 
22 
18 
19 
23 
26 
% 
48.5 
48.5 
70.3 
48.5 
54.5 
64.9 
45.5 
54.5 
54.1 
51.5 
33.3 
37.8 
51.5 
66.7 
48.6 
57.6 
69.7 
70.3 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
4 
4 
2 
2 
4 
1 
1 
4 
2 
0 
3 
1 
0 
1 
1 
0 
3 
% 
15.2 
12.1 
10.8 
6.1 
6.1 
10.8 
3.0 
3.0 
10.8 
6.1 
0 
8.1 
3.0 
0 
2.7 
3.0 
0 
8.1 
Total 
No. 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
33 
33 
37 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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63.7% of the respondents from Domestic market are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A1, when compared to 60.6% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 81.1% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
In respect of subvariable A2, 54.6% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied when compared to 60.6% of the respondents from Export 
market and 75.7% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
Regarding subvariable A3, 48.5% of the respondents from Domestic market are 
fully satisfied when compared to 57.5% of the respondents from Export market 
and 64.9% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market sector. 
With regard to subvariable A4, 57.6% of the respondents from Domestic market 
are fully satisfied when compared to 33.3% of the respondents from Export 
market and 45.9% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
54.5% of the respondents from Domestic market are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A5 when compared to 66.7% of the respondents from Export 
market and 51.3% of the respondents from Domestic and Export market sector. 
60.6% of the respondents from Domestic market are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A6 when compared to 69.7% of the respondents from Export 
market and to 78.4% of the respondents from Domestic & Export market sector. 
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TABLE - 4.35 
AFTER SALES SERVICE - MATERIAL 
SI. 
No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with service 
after sales 
Satisfied 
with 
personnel 
Satisfied 
with service 
backup 
Satisfied 
with service 
time and 
solutions 
Features 
and critical 
aspects 
explained 
Details of 
parts 
adequately 
provided 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Cotton 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
2 
0 
5 
0 
4 
0 
5 
1 
3 
1 
% 
0 
0 
2.6 
0 
6.5 
0 
5.2 
0 
6.5 
3.8 
3.9 
3.8 
Somev)/hat 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
0 
7 
1 
10 
2 
15 
2 
6 
0 
4 
1 
% 
7.8 
0 
9.1 
3.8 
13.0 
7.7 
19.5 
7.7 
7.8 
0 
5.2 
3.8 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
22 
4 
21 
6 
22 
5 
21 
14 
20 
12 
17 
5 
% 
28.6 
15.4 
27.3 
23.1 
28.6 
19.2 
27.3 
53.8 
26.0 
46.2 
22.1 
19.2 
Satisfied 
No. 
40 
18 
43 
15 
37 
16 
34 
8 
45 
12 
51 
17 
% 
51.9 
69.2 
55.8 
57.7 
48.1 
61.5 
44.2 
30.8 
58.4 
46.2 
66.2 
65.4 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
9 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
% 
11.7 
15,4 
5.2 
15.4 
3.9 
11.5 
3.9 
7.7 
1.3 
3.8 
2.6 
7.7 
Total 
No. 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
77 
26 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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With regard to subvariable A1, 63.6% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 84.6% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing materials. 
In respect of subvariable A2, 61.0% of the respondents using cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 73.1% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
Regarding subvariable A3, 52.0% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 73.0% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
48.1% of the respondents using Cotton as processing material are fully satisfied 
with subvariable A4, when compared to 38.5% of the respondents using Cotton 
and Synthetics as processing material. 
In respect of subvariable A5, 59.7% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 50.0% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
With regard to subvariable A6, 68.8% of the respondents using Cotton as 
processing material are fully satisfied when compared to 73.1% of the 
respondents using Cotton & Synthetics as processing material. 
141 
TABLE - 4.36 
AFTER SALES SERVICE - SUPPLIERS 
SI. 
No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
service after 
sales 
Satisfied witli 
personnel 
Satisfied with 
service 
backup 
Satisfied with 
service time 
and solutions 
Features and 
critical 
aspects 
explained 
Details of 
parts 
adequately 
provided 
Level of 
Satis-
vfaction 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
SA 
SB 
Others 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
2 
1 
2 
4 
0 
0 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 
0 
% 
0 
0 
0 
2.9 
0 
0 
2.9 
5.6 
11.7 
5.9 
0 
0 
4.4 
11.1 
5.9 
2,9 
11.1 
0 
Somevrhat 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
1 
1 
4 
2 
2 
8 
1 
3 
7 
4 
6 
5 
0 
1 
4 
0 
1 
% 
5.9 
5.6 
5.9 
5.9 
11.1 
11.7 
11.8 
5.6 
17.6 
10.3 
22.2 
35.3 
7.4 
0 
5.9 
5.9 
0 
5.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
13 
6 
7 
15 
5 
7 
14 
6 
7 
26 
4 
5 
22 
6 
4 
15 
3 
4 
% 
19.1 
33.3 
41.2 
22.1 
27.8 
41.2 
20.6 
33.3 
41.2 
38.2 
22.2 
29.4 
32.4 
33.3 
23.5 
22.1 
16.7 
23.5 
Satisfied 
No. 
40 
9 
9 
43 
8 
7 
39 
9 
5 
28 
8 
6 
36 
10 
11 
44 
12 
12 
% 
58.8 
50.0 
52.9 
63.2 
44.4 
41.2 
57.4 
50.0 
29.5 
41.2 
44.4 
35.3 
52.9 
55.6 
64.7 
64.7 
66.7 
70.6 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
2 
0 
4 
3 
1 
5 
1 
0 
3 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
3 
1 
0 
% 
16.2 
11.1 
0 
5.9 
16.7 
5.9 
7.4 
5.6 
0 
4.4 
11.1 
0 
2.9 
0 
0 
4.9 
5.6 
0 
Total 
No. 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
68 
18 
17 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
(%) 
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Figure - 4.49 
142 
D SA • SB D Others D 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 JL 
N SW NF S VM 
A4 
N SW NF S VM 
AS 
N SW NF S VM 
A6 
Figure-4.50 
75.0% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with subvariable A1, when compared to 61.1% of the respondents using 
machineries from supplier SB and to 52.9% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
In respect of subvariable A2, 69.1% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 61.1% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 47.1% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
64.8% of the respondents using machineries from supplier SA are fully satisfied 
with subvariable A3 when compared to 55.6% of the respondents using 
machineries from supplier SB and to 29.5% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
In respect of subvariable A4, 45.6% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 55.5% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and 35.3% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
With regard to subvariable A5, 55.8% of the respondents using machineries 
from supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 55.6% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and to 64.7% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
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Regarding subvariable A6, 69.6% of the respondents using machineries from 
supplier SA are fully satisfied when compared to 72.3% of the respondents 
using machineries from supplier SB and 70.6% of the respondents using 
machineries from other suppliers. 
4.3 OVERALL SATISFACTION AND DIMENSIONS 
So far analysis were carried out on the various dimensions, its subvariables in 
relation to the profiles to study the effect of profiles on dimensions in respect of 
overall satisfaction. Now the analysis is given for the overall satisfaction taking 
all the profiles together and to find the cumulative effect on customers in respect 
of overall satisfaction. They are discussed dimensions wise. 
4.3.1 Productivity 
The satisfaction level of the respondent in respect of Productivity constituting 
satisfaction with the machine, satisfied with the reliability performance and 
satisfied with the critical performance are as under. 
TABLE - 4.37 
PRODUCTIVITY - SATISFACTION 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Satisfied with 
machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Performance 
Satisfied with 
critical parts 
reliability 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
3 
1 
3 
% 
2.9 
1.0 
2.9 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
3 
8 
9 
% 
2.9 
7.8 
8.7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
23 
27 
36 
% 
22.3 
26.2 
35.0 
Satisfied 
No. 
63 
59 
51 
% 
61.2 
57.3 
49.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
8 
4 
% 
10.7 
7.8 
3.9 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
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Figure - 4.51 
Nearly 72% of the respondents are satisfied with the machines (PR1) 
65% of the respondents only expressed satisfaction with the reliability 
performance (PR2) 
54% of the respondents are satisfied with the critical parts performance. 
This clearly shows that the respondents are generally happy with the 
productivity of the machine, but to a lesser extent in respect of the reliability for 
giving a higher productivity and also the functioning of the critical part which 
determines the operating characteristics and productivity of the machines to 
give the maximum availability of time of performance for the buyer. Hence the 
supplier has to concentrate on the reliability and design of critical components 
for the machineries. 
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4.3.2 Performance 
TABLE - 4.38 
PERFORMANCE - SATISFACTION 
SI. 
No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Satisfied with 
flexibility 
Performance 
comparable 
with 
competitors 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
2 
7 
% 
19 
68 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
9 
% 
78 
87 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
23 
31 
% 
22 3 
301 
Satisfied 
No. 
63 
48 
% 
612 
46 6 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
8 
% 
68 
78 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
7 0 
6 0 
5 0 
4 0 
3 0 
2 0 
10 
0 
(%) 
PERFORMANCE 
• ..i..,ii. 
M^ 
* m f^' 
NO S W NF V M NO S W NF Y V M 
PE1 PE2 
Figure-4.52 
About 68% of respondents are satisfied with the flexibility provided in the 
machine to adopt changes for the market requirement (PE1). Nearly 54% of the 
respondents are satisfied with the comparability of the machine with that of 
competitors (PE2). It clearly shows that more work has to be done by the 
supplier in giving scope for improved performance by design of machinery. 
Many of the respondents may switch over to the competitor product because 
the satisfaction level in this area is low. The supplier has to understand the 
customer requirements and adopt ways and means for improving the 
comparability with that of competitors. 
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4.3.3 Features 
Features are generally provided for operating control, improved quality for 
adoption, better control of operation and provision for safety of the machine to 
give a warning for taking remedial action. 
TABLE - 4.39 
FEATURES 
SI. 
No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Operating 
control 
adequate 
Data 
adequate 
Adequate 
quality 
Adequate for 
Safety 
Features 
comparable 
with 
competitors 
Features 
compatible 
for changes 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
2 
1 
4 
0 
2 
4 
% 
19 
1.0 
3.9 
0.0 
1.9 
3.9 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
10 
8 
4 
9 
7 
% 
5.8 
97 
7.8 
3.9 
8.7 
6.8 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
23 
20 
32 
13 
40 
37 
% 
22.3 
19.4 
31.1 
12.6 
38.8 
35.9 
Satisfied 
No. 
62 
61 
49 
72 
43 
51 
% 
60.2 
59.2 
47.6 
69.9 
41.7 
49.5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
10 
11 
10 
14 
9 
4 
% 
9.7 
10.7 
9.7 
13.6 
8.7 
3.9 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
70 
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40 
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69.9% of the respondents said they were satisfied with operating control 
adequacy (F1). This shows some more control system may be required or the 
users have to be well trained in the use of existing operating control system for 
variety of operations. 
Similarly 69.9% of the respondents were satisfied with the data (F2). To 
maximize satisfaction data needed more by the user regarding features are to 
be collected and be provided. The data given - if fully adequate according to the 
supplier - be explained to the customers. Only about 57.3% of the respondents 
experienced satisfaction with Quality adequacy of the features (F3). Since 
quality is very important, it is necessary that this area be investigated to identify 
factors to improve quality. About 84% of the respondents expressed satisfaction 
(F4) with safety factors while it is important for incorporating safety to the high 
degree of satisfaction how important it is from the customers' point of view is 
worth studying so as to incur expenditure in those desirable areas and optimize 
profitability. 
Again 51% of the respondents are satisfied with features (F5) comparable with 
competitors. This shows the customers have better knowledge of competitors 
features and to what extent incorporating those features would increase 
customer satisfaction is to be examined (F6). Similarly only 54% of the 
respondents are satisfied with features ability to adopt change to future needs. 
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How far this affects the performance and productivity of the product or the 
quality of the user end product if known further improvement can be thought of. 
Generally it is observed that the respondents satisfaction level is lower in 
respect of features as compared with the other attributes. 
4.3.4 Quality 
Quality is the very important aspect and this is judged by the fitness for use and 
getting a quality output to satisfy the customer in the downstream. 
TABLE - 4.40 
QUALITY 
SI. 
No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Satisfied with 
existing 
quality 
Need for 
further quality 
improvement 
Consistency 
of quality 
achieved 
Realisation 
level 
achieved 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
5 
2 
2 
% 
1.0 
4.9 
1.9 
1.9 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
13 
5 
10 
% 
6.8 
12.6 
4.9 
9.7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
39 
11 
35 
24 
% 
37.9 
10.7 
34.0 
23.3 
Satisfied 
No. 
48 
63 
52 
57 
% 
46.6 
61.2 
50.5 
55.3 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
11 
9 
10 
% 
7.8 
10.7 
8.7 
9.7 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
(%) 
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About 54% are satisfied with the existing quality (Q1). About 59% of the 
persons are satisfied with the consistency of the quality (Q3). The realisation of 
the yield by way of reduced rejection of material process etc., is in the order of 
65% (Q4). Nearly 71.9% of the respondents requires improvement in quality. 
(Q2) Although customers are satisfied in the quality of the machinery, the 
market expectation is for the increased quality for future requirement. The 
suppliers should concentrate on the improvement of the quality and at the same 
time should take care of the future requirement while bringing out new products 
to cater the market. 
4.3.5 Maintenance 
TABLE - 4.41 
MAINTENANCE 
SI. 
No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Maintenance 
time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
utilization 
Cost of 
maintenance 
& spares 
Satisfied with 
overall 
appearance 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
7 
1 
3 
1 
% 
6.8 
1.0 
2.9 
1.0 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
8 
18 
2 
% 
7.8 
7.8 
17.5 
1.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
33 
30 
36 
15 
% 
32,0 
29.1 
35.0 
14,6 
Satisfied 
No. 
45 
56 
40 
75 
% 
43,7 
54,4 
38.8 
72.8 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
10 
8 
6 
10 
% 
9,7 
7.8 
5,8 
9,7 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 
(%) 
B,§ 
NO SW NF Y VM 
a Maintenance 
I 
NO SW NF Y VM 
11 
NO SW M^  Y VM 
.» 
J 
g ^ 
NO SW NF Y VM 
Mi M2 IVI3 
Figure - 4.56 
M4 
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About 62.2% of the respondents are satisfied with the overall utilisation of the 
machinery (M2) 44.6% of the respondents are satisfied with cost of 
maintenance and spares acceptability. The maintenance time is being 
accepted as satisfied by 53.4% of the respondents (M1). Hence much 
improvement has to be done by the supplier in the area of maintenance. It can 
be in the form of better technical support or training to the service person to the 
user and also imparting better knowledge for upkeep of the machinery. The 
overall appearance of the machine from the point of view of maintenance is 
achieving satisfaction of 82.5% (M4). 
4.3.6 User Friendliness 
TABLE - 4.42 
USER FRIENDLINESS 
SI. 
No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
System 
conducive for 
operation 
Features are 
user friendly 
Satisfied witti 
overall 
ergonomics 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
3 
3 
% 
1.0 
2.9 
2.9 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
9 
5 
% 
5.8 
8,7 
4.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
25 
17 
33 
% 
24.3 
16.5 
32.0 
Satisfied 
No. 
65 
68 
56 
% 
63.1 
66.0 
54.4 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
6 
6 
% 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 ' 
(%) NO SW NF Y VM 
I User Friendliness 
NO SW NF Y VM NO SW NF Y VM 
U1 U2 
Figure - 4.57 
U3 
Customers are satisfied at 68.9% level for system conducive for easy operation 
(U1). The average satisfaction level with the machinery in respect of user 
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friendliness is nearly above 60% (U2). Respondents are satisfied at 60.2% 
level in respect of ergonomics (U3) and there is a scope for better modification 
of the machinery for giving better user friendliness effect 
4.3.7 After Sales Service 
TABLE - 4.43 
AFTER SALES SERVICE 
SI. 
No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Satisfied with 
Service After 
Sales 
Satisfied witti 
personnel 
Satisfied witti 
Service 
backup 
Satisfied with 
service time 
and solutions 
Features and 
critical 
aspects 
explained 
Details of 
parts 
adequately 
provided 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
2 
5 
4 
6 
4 
% 
00 
19 
49 
39 
58 
39 
Somewliat 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
8 
12 
17 
6 
5 
% 
58 
78 
117 
165 
58 
49 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
26 
27 
27 
35 
32 
22 
% 
25 2 
26 2 
26 2 
340 
31 1 
214 
Satisfied 
No. 
58 
58 
53 
42 
57 
68 
% 
56 3 
56 3 
515 
40 8 
55 3 
66 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
13 
8 
6 
5 
2 
4 
% 
126 
78 
58 
49 
19 
39 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
(%) 
B After Sales Service 
NO SW NF Y VM NO SW NF Y VM NO SW NF Y VM 
A1 A2 A3 
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Figure - 4.58 
After Sales Service 
O - J X 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
{%) NO SW NF Y VM NO SW NF Y VM NO SW NF Y VM 
m n^  J H 
A4 AS A6 
Figure-4.59 
After Sales Service is considered as post purchase transactions and is very 
much important to the buyers for upkeep of the machines. The customers are 
generally satisfied with service provided. But they are concerned with the 
response in terms of time and solutions (A1). 
Nearly about 68.9% of the respondents are satisfied with After Sales Service 
(A1). 64.1% of respondents are satisfied with the training given to technical 
persons (A2). The service back has achieved only 57.3% satisfaction level 
(A3). Respondents are satisfied at 45.7% level for response in terms of time 
and solutions (A4). The explanation in the manual regarding critical parts has 
achieved 57.2% satisfaction level (A5). Customers are satisfied at 69.9% level 
in respect of the details provided for parts (A6). 
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4.4 CONSISTENCY IN THE RESPONSE FOR THE ATTRIBUTES DETAILS 
TABLE - 4.44 
Chl-Square Test 
Test Statistics 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
PE1 
PE2 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
04 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
U1 
U2 
U3 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Satisfied with machine 
Satisfied with Reliability Performance 
Satisfied with Critical Parts Reliability 
Satisfied with Flexibility 
Performance comparable with competitors 
Operating control adequate 
Data adequate 
Ouality adequate 
Safety adequate 
Features comparable with Competitors 
Features can adopt changes to future needs 
Satisfied with Existing Quality 
Further quality Improvement needed 
Satisfied with consistency of quality 
Realization level achieved 
Systems conducive for maintenance 
Maintenance time acceptable 
Satisfied with Overall utilisation 
Cost of Maintenance and Spares acceptable 
Features are User friendly 
Satisfied with overall ergonomics 
Satisfied with overall appearance of machine 
Satisfied with services after sales 
Technical personnel given adequate training 
Satisfied with service back 
Satisfied with Service time and solutions provided 
Features and Critical aspects explained in manual 
Details of Parts adequately provided 
Chi-Square 
122 097 
107 631 
91320 
121 029 
64 913 
116 078 
107 825 
72 000 
113117 
72 485 
93 650 
88 214 
110 835 
93 068 
92 583 
135 981 
58 505 
99184 
55495 
141612 
105 495 
186 078 
61854 
102 097 
78 699 
58117 
118117 
147 728 
df 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
Asymp.sig. 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected frequencies less than 5 The minimum expected cell 
frequency is 20 6 
b 0 cells ( 0%) have expected frequencies less than 5 The minimum expected cell 
frequency is 25 8 
From the table, it is concluded that the responses are not uniform for any of the 
items listed in the questionnaire under the aspects Productivity, Performance, 
Features, Quality, Maintenance, User Friendliness & After Sales Service. The 
respondents clearly indicated the choice for all the questions and this shows 
the consistency of the responses. 
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4.5 OVERALL SATISFACTION IN RELATION TO LOYAL & DEFECTING 
CUSTOMERS 
4.5.1 Loyal customers 
As explained earlier, loyal customers are those who are satisfied with the 
product, performance, after sales service as against their perceived 
performance and have placed repeat order on the supplier. Then they become 
more than satisfied because they act as ambassadors in recommending the 
product to others. 
4.5.2 Defecting customers 
They are the customers who have purchased the machines and are not happy 
with the product performance and after sales as against their perceived 
performance. Although many dimensions and subvariables may be in tolerant 
level or satisfaction level, they may cause irritant and had created an urge to 
change the supplier and they switched on to the competitors at the earliest 
opportunity. 
4.5.3 Analysis 
Analysis were done on the overall satisfaction taking customers as whole. The 
present analysis is carried out on the impact overall satisfaction and 
subvariables on (a) Loyal (b) Defecting customers. With a view to find the 
differentiation in the satisfaction level among the two types of customers. This 
is very important since the aim of the supplier is to retain maximum number of 
customers to increase profitability. 
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TABLE - 4.45 
PRODUCTIVITY 
SI. 
No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied 
with the 
machine 
Satisfied 
with 
reliability of 
perfor-
mance 
Satisfied 
with critical 
parts 
reliability 
Level of 
Satis-
Faction 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
3 
0 
1 
0 
3 
% 
0 
10.3 
0 
3.4 
0 
10.3 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
1 
2 
2 
6 
4 
5 
% 
1.4 
6.9 
2.7 
20.7 
5.4 
17.2 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
12 
16 
11 
21 
15 
% 
14.9 
41.4 
21.6 
37.9 
28.4 
51.7 
Satisfied 
No. 
51 
12 
48 
11 
45 
6 
% 
68.9 
41,4 
64.9 
37.9 
60.8 
20.7 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
0 
8 
0 
4 
0 
% 
14.9 
0 
10.8 
0 
5.4 
0 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
(%) 
° Loyal • Defecting 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 
N SW NF S VM 
PR1 
Jl_ 
VM 
Figure-4.60 
In respect of subvariable PR1, 83.8% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 41.4% of the respondents from Defecting 
customers. 
With regard to subvariable PR2, 75.7% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 37.9% of the respondents from Defecting 
customers. 
66.2% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable PR3, when compared to 20.7% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
156 
TABLE - 4.46 
PERFORMANCE 
SI. 
No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
tlie flexibility 
Performance 
compared 
with the 
competitors 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
2 
0 
7 
% 
0 
6.9 
0 
24.1 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
5 
3 
3 
6 
% 
68 
10.3 
41 
20 7 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
10 
13 
20 
11 
% 
13.5 
44.8 
27.0 
37.9 
Satisfied 
No. 
52 
11 
43 
5 
% 
70.3 
37.9 
58.1 
17.2 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
7 
0 
8 
0 
% 
9.5 
0 
10.8 
0 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
Q Loyal • Defecting 
I J i i 
N SW NF S 
PE2 
VM 
Figure-4.61 
With regard to subvariable PE1, 79.8% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 37.9% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
In respect of subvariable PE2, 68.9% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 17.2% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
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TABLE - 4.47 
QUALITY 
SI. 
No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Satisfied with 
existing 
quality 
Need for 
furtfier 
quality 
improvement 
Consistency 
of quality 
actiieved 
Realization 
level 
actiieved 
Level of 
Satis-
faction 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
1 
3 
2 
0 
2 
1 
1 
% 
0 
3.4 
4.1 
6.9 
0 
6.9 
1.4 
3.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
5 
12 
1 
3 
2 
3 
7 
% 
2.7 
17.2 
16.2 
3.4 
4.1 
6.9 
4.1 
24.1 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
26 
13 
10 
1 
19 
16 
13 
11 
% 
35.1 
44.8 
13.5 
3.4 
25.7 
55.2 
17.6 
37.9 
Satisfied 
No. 
38 
10 
40 
23 
43 
9 
48 
9 
% 
51.4 
34.5 
54.1 
79.3 
58.1 
31.0 
64.9 
31.0 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
8 
0 
9 
2 
9 
0 
9 
1 
% 
10.8 
0 
12.2 
6.9 
12.2 
0 
12.2 
3.4 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
n Loyal • Defecting 
N SW NF S VM 
Q1 
N SW NF S VM 
Q2 
N SW NF S VM 
Q3 
N SW NF S VM 
Q4 
Figure - 4.62 
With regard to subvariable Q1, 62.2% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 34.5% of the respondents from Defecting 
customers. 
66.3% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable Q2, when compared to 86.2% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
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In respect of subvariable Q3, 70.3% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 31.0% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
Regarding subvariable Q4, 77.1% of the respondents from loyal customers are 
fully satisfied when compared to 34.4% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
TABLE - 4.48 
FEATURES 
SI. 
No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Operating 
control 
adequate 
Data 
adequate 
Quality 
adequate 
Safety 
adequate 
Features 
comparable 
with 
competitors 
Features 
adopt to 
changes 
Level of 
Satis 
faction 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
3 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
3 
% 
1.4 
3.4 
1.4 
0 
1.4 
10.3 
0 
0 
1.4 
3.4 
1.4 
10.3 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
4 
5 
5 
3 
5 
1 
3 
2 
7 
5 
2 
% 
2.7 
13.8 
6.8 
17.2 
4.1 
17.2 
1.4 
10.3 
2.7 
24.1 
6.8 
6.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
17 
6 
12 
8 
17 
15 
9 
4 
27 
13 
21 
16 
% 
23.0 
20.7 
16.2 
27.6 
23.0 
51.7 
12.2 
3.8 
36.5 
44.8 
28.4 
55.2 
Satisfied 
No. 
44 
18 
45 
16 
43 
6 
52 
20 
35 
8 
43 
8 
% 
59.5 
62.1 
60.8 
55.2 
58.1 
20.7 
70.3 
69.0 
47.3 
27.6 
58.1 
27.6 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
10 
0 
11 
0 
10 
0 
12 
2 
9 
0 
4 
0 
% 
13.5 
0 
14.9 
0 
13.5 
0 
16.2 
6.9 
12.2 
0 
5.4 
0 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
m Loyal • Defecting 
N SW NF S VM 
F1 
N SW NF S VM 
F2 
N SW NF S VM 
F3 
N SW NF S VM 
F4 
Figure-4.63 
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Figure - 4.64 
73.0% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable F1, when compared to 62.1% of the respondents from Defecting 
customers. 
With regard to subvariable F2, 75.7% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 55.2% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
In respect of subvariable F3, 71.6% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 20.7% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
Regarding subvariable F4, 86.5% of the respondents from loyal customers are 
fully satisfied when compared to 75.9% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
With regard to subvariable F5, 59.5% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 27.6% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
63.5% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable F6, when compared to 27.6% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
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TABLE - 4.49 
MAINTENANCE 
SI. 
No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Profile & 
Dimension 
Maintenance 
Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
utilization 
Cost of 
maintenance 
and spares 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
appearance 
Level of 
Satis 
Faction 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
1 
6 
0 
1 
0 
3 
0 
1 
% 
1.4 
20.7 
0 
3.4 
0 
10.3 
0 
3.4 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
4 
2 
6 
10 
8 
0 
2 
% 
5.4 
13.8 
2.7 
20.7 
13.5 
27.6 
0 
6.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
23 
10 
17 
13 
26 
10 
6 
9 
% 
31.1 
34.5 
23.0 
44.8 
35.1 
34.5 
8.1 
31.0 
Satisfied 
No. 
36 
9 
47 
9 
33 
7 
58 
17 
% 
48.6 
31.0 
63.5 
31.0 
44.6 
24.1 
78.4 
58.6 
Very 
mucli 
satisfied 
No. 
10 
0 
8 
0 
5 
1 
10 
0 
% 
13.5 
0 
10.8 
0 
6.8 
3.4 
13.5 
0 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
• Loyal • Defecting 
100 
80 
(%) 60 
40 
20 
0 J^^  t!U 
N SW NF S VM 
Ml 
N SW NF S VM 
M2 
N SW NF S VM 
M3 
N SW NF S VM 
M4 
Figure - 4.65 
In respect of subvariable M1, 62.1% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 31.0% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
With regard to M2, 74.3% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully 
satisfied when compared to 31.0% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
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51.4% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable M3, when compared to 27.5% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
Regarding subvariable M4, 91.9% of the respondents from loyal customers are 
fully satisfied when compared to 58.6% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
TABLE - 4.50 
USER FRIENDLINESS 
SI. 
No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Level of 
Satis 
faction 
Profile & \ x ^ ^ 
Dimension ^ \ 
System 
conducive 
for 
Maintenance 
Features are 
user fnendly 
Satisfied witti 
overall 
ergonomics 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
1 
0 
3 
1 
2 
% 
0 
3.4 
0 
10.3 
14 
6.9 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
2 
4 
5 
4 
1 
4 
% 
27 
13.8 
68 
138 
14 
138 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
13 
12 
9 
8 
20 
13 
% 
176 
41,4 
122 
27.6 
27 0 
44.8 
Satisfied 
No. 
53 
12 
54 
14 
46 
10 
% 
71.6 
41.4 
73 0 
48.3 
62.2 
34 5 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
6 
0 
6 
0 
6 
0 
% 
8.1 
0 
81 
0 
8.1 
0 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
(%) 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 
D Loyal B Defecting 
J l 
1 
XL 
N SW NF S VM 
U1 
D cD dJ 
N SW NF S VM 
U2 
H. 
N SW NF S VM 
U3 
Figure -4.66 
In respect of subvariable U1, 79.7% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 41.4% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
tUBSlS 
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With regard to subvariable U2, 81.1% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 48.3% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
70.3% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable U3, when compared to 34.5% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
TABLE - 4.51 
AFTER SALES SERVICE 
SI. 
No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Level of 
Satis 
faction 
Profile & \ . 
Dimension ^^^ 
Satisfied 
with service 
after sales 
Satisfied 
with 
personnel 
Satisfied 
with service 
baci^ up 
Satisfied 
with service 
time and 
solutions 
Features 
and critical 
aspects 
explained 
Details of 
parts 
adequately 
provided 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Loyal 
Defecting 
Not 
Satisfied 
No. 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
3 
1 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
% 
0 
0 
0 
6.9 
2,7 
103 
1.4 
10.3 
4.1 
10.3 
2.7 
6.9 
Somewhat 
satisfied 
No. 
4 
2 
5 
3 
4 
8 
10 
7 
3 
3 
3 
2 
% 
5.4 
6.9 
6.8 
10.3 
5.4 
27.6 
13.5 
24.1 
4.1 
10.3 
4.1 
6.9 
Not fully 
satisfied 
No. 
11 
15 
16 
11 
18 
9 
22 
13 
22 
10 
12 
10 
% 
14.9 
51.7 
21.6 
37.9 
24.3 
31.0 
29.7 
44.8 
29.7 
34 5 
16.2 
34.5 
Satisfied 
No. 
46 
12 
45 
13 
44 
9 
44 
6 
44 
13 
53 
15 
% 
62.2 
41.4 
60.8 
44.8 
59.5 
31.0 
59.5 
20.7 
59.5 
44.8 
71.6 
51.7 
Very 
much 
satisfied 
No. 
13 
0 
8 
0 
6 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 
4 
0 
% 
17.6 
0 
10.8 
0 
8.1 
0 
2.7 
0 
2.7 
0 
5.4 
0 
Total 
No. 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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Figure - 4.68 
In respect of subvariable A1, 79.8% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 41.4% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
With regard to subvariable A2, 71.6% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 44.8% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
67.6% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A3, when compared to 31.0% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
Regarding subvariable A4, 62.2% of the respondents from loyal customers are 
fully satisfied when compared to 20.7% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
62.2% of the respondents from loyal customers are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A5, when compared to 44.8% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
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In respect of subvariable A6, 77.0% of the respondents from loyal customers 
are fully satisfied when compared to 51.7% of the respondents from defecting 
customers. 
4.6 RANKING 
Although they are different dimensions viz., Productivity, Performance, 
Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness & After Sales Service, the 
customers attach different importance to these in their perspective of 
performance. A customer may be targeting middle segment where volume and 
price count for their products. Hence he will be attaching importance to 
Productivity & Maintenance. A customer who caters to the top segment where 
quality counts and brand image is maintained will attach importance to Quality & 
Performance. Hence the second questionnaire elicits the views of the 
customers in ranking the dimensions. The effect of satisfaction and ranking is 
utilized in preparing the model for the company to optimize the profitability. 
TABLE - 4.52 
RANKING 
Performance 
Rank 
Productvity 
Rank 
Features 
Rank 
Quality 
Rank 
Maintenance 
Rank 
User 
fnendliness 
Rank 
After Sales 
Rank 
1 
No. 
16 
39 
2 
39 
3 
1 
2 
% 
155 
37 9 
19 
37 9 
29 
10 
19 
II 
No. 
25 
29 
2 
31 
12 
1 
2 
% 
24 3 
28 2 
19 
301 
117 
10 
19 
III 
No. 
39 
21 
3 
22 
12 
4 
1 
% 
37 9 
204 
29 
214 
117 
39 
10 
IV 
No. 
15 
8 
15 
7 
36 
11 
12 
% 
14 6 
78 
14 6 
68 
35 0 
107 
117 
V 
No. 
6 
4 
28 
0 
25 
25 
18 
% 
58 
39 
27 2 
9 
24 3 
24 3 
175 
VI 
No. 
2 
2 
28 
2 
9 
34 
27 
% 
19 
19 
27 2 
19 
87 
33 0 
26 2 
VII 
No. 
0 
0 
25 
2 
6 
27 
41 
% 
0 
0 
24 3 
19 
58 
262 
39 8 
Total 
No. 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
103 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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Based on the information provided by the respondents both Productivity & 
Quality are placed in the first rank. When a comparison was made for the 
second choice these two attributes it was found that 31 respondents placed 
quality in the second choice while only 29 placed productivity in the second 
choice. Taking into considerations of both 1 & 2 choice 70 respondents placed 
quality in ranks 1 & 2 put together whereas the corresponding figure for 
productivity is only 68. Hence Quality has been placed in the first rank and 
productivity in second. Hence the ranking of the attributes is as under. 
TABLE - 4.53 
Dimensions 
Quality 
Productivity 
Performance 
Maintenance 
Features 
User friendliness 
After Sales Service 
Rank 
1 
II 
III 
IV 
V 
VI 
VII 
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4.7 HYPOTHESES TESTING 
HO. 1 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Productivity 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.54 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied witli 
Production level 
achieved in the 
nnachine 
Satisfied with reliability 
Satisfied with critical 
parts reliability 
Mean scores 
South 
2.742 
2.629 
2.403 
North 
2.732 
2.634 
2.463 
t value 
0.063 
-0.032 
-0.361 
Significance 
0.950 
0.974 
0.719 
In respect of productivity in relation to location, there is no significant variation of 
mean scores for Subvariables PR1, PR2, PR3 between the two locations 
South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
location in relation to subvariable PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
TABLE - 4.55 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
production level 
achieved in the 
machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with critical 
parts reliability 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.841 
2.730 
2.619 
Medium 
2.575 
2.475 
2.125 
t value 
1.652 
1.632 
3.088 
Significance 
0.102 
0.106 
0.003 
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No significant difference in the mean score is found for productivity in relation to 
size in respect of subvariables PR1 & PR2 among the respondents of Large & 
Medium industries. However, significant variation exists in Subvariable PR3 in 
respect of respondents of Large & Medium industries. The mean score is 
higher in Large industries as compared to Medium industries. It appears that 
the respondents are in Medium industries are less satisfied with productivity 
based on the functioning of critical parts. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of size in relation to subvariables PR1 & PR2. However 
in respect of the subvariable PR3, the hypotheses is rejected. 
TABLE - 4.56 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
Production 
level achieved 
in the machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with 
critical parts 
reliability 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.758 
2.455 
2.364 
Export 
2.727 
2.667 
2.364 
Dom & 
Exp 
2.730 
2.757 
2.541 
F value 
0.014 
1.371 
0.542 
Significance 
0.986 
0.258 
0.583 
There is no significant difference in mean scores between respondents who 
operate in 3 markets namely Domestic, Export & Domestic and Export in 
respect of productivity with reference to the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in 
relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
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TABLE - 4.57 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO MATERIAL PROCESSED 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
Production level 
achieved in the 
machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with critical 
parts reliability 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.714 
2.610 
2.364 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
2.808 
2.692 
2.615 
t value 
-0.510 
-0.462 
-1.353 
Significance 
0.611 
0.645 
0.179 
There are no significant differences in the mean score among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics in respect of productivity with reference to 
the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
TABLE - 4.58 
MEAN SCORES ON PRODUCTIVITY DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
Production level 
achieved in the 
machine 
Satisfied with 
reliability 
Satisfied with 
critical parts 
reliability 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.706 
2.574 
2.382 
SB 
2.722 
2.778 
2.778 
Others 
2.882 
2.706 
2.235 
F value 
0.327 
0.578 
2.246 
Significance 
0.722 
0.563 
0.111 
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There are no significant differences in mean scores in respect of productivity 
with subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3 amongst the respondents using 
machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
HO.2 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Performance 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.59 
MEAN SCORES ON PERFORMANCE DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with flexibility 
Satisfied with 
performance 
compared with 
competitor machine 
Mean scores 
South 
2.694 
2.419 
North 
2.537 
2.366 
t value 
0.969 
0.266 
Significance 
0.335 
0.791 
In respect of performance as far as the Subvariables PE1 & PE2, there are no 
significant differences between the mean scores in respect of respondents from 
South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
Size relation to subvariable PE1 & PE2. 
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TABLE - 4.60 
MEAN SCORES ON PERFORMANCE DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Subvarlables 
Satisfied with flexibility 
Satisfied with 
performance compared 
with competitor 
machine 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.730 
2.698 
Medium 
2.475 
1.925 
t value 
1.581 
4.145 
Significance 
0.117 
0.000 
No significant difference exists in the mean scores in respect of the subvariable 
PE1 of the dimension performance among the respondents of large and 
medium size industries. However, there is a significant difference in respect of 
subvariable PE2 in performance among the respondents of large and medium 
size industries. It appears that the respondents in the large industries are 
satisfied more in the performance of the machines while they compare their 
machines with that of competitive machines. Hence there is no reason to reject 
the hypotheses in respect of Size in relation to subvariable PEL However in 
respect of the subvahable PE2 the hypotheses is rejected. 
TABLE - 4.61 
MEAN SCORES ON PERFORMANCE DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
flexibility 
Satisfied with 
performance 
compared 
with 
competitor 
machine 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.424 
2.061 
Export 
2.697 
2.545 
Dom& 
Exp. 
2.757 
2.568 
F value 
1.676 
2.910 
Significance 
0.192 
0.059 
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In respect of the performance with its Subvariables PE1 & PE2, no significant 
differences in the mean scores are found between respondents in Domestic, 
Export and Domestic & Export sectors in Subvariables PE1 & PE2. Hence there 
is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to 
subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
TABLE - 4.62 
MEAN SCORES ON PERFORMANCE DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO MATERIALS 
S.No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
flexibility 
Satisfied with 
performance 
compared with 
competitor machine 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.649 
2.338 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
2.577 
2.577 
t value 
0.395 
-1.062 
Significance 
0.693 
0.291 
Significant differences are not found in mean scores among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics as materials for processing in respect of 
the performance linked to the Subvariables PE1 & PE2. Hence there is no 
reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to 
subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
TABLE - 4.63 
MEAN SCORES ON PERFORMANCE DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
flexibility 
Satisfied with 
performance 
compared with 
competitor 
machine 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.676 
2.397 
SB 
2.444 
2.611 
Others 
2.647 
2.176 
F value 
0.592 
0.834 
Significance 
0.555 
0.437 
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In respect of performance with reference to Subvariables PE1 & PE2, there is 
no significant difference In mean scores among the respondents using 
machineries of different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material In relation to subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
HO.3 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the features of 
the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market covered, 
material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.64 
MEAN SCORES ON FEATURES - DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Subvariables 
Operating control 
Adequate 
Data adequate 
Adequate for quality 
Adequate for Safety 
Features comparable 
With competitors 
Features compatible 
to changes 
Mean scores 
South 
2.726 
2.629 
2.548 
2.919 
2.532 
2.435 
North 
2.659 
2.780 
2.463 
2.951 
2.366 
2.415 
t value 
0.415 
-0.907 
0.459 
-0.244 
0.973 
0.123 
Significance 
0.679 
0.367 
0.647 
0.808 
0.333 
0.902 
There are no significant differences in the mean scores among the respondents 
of South & North In respect of Subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6 of the 
dimension features. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in 
respect of Location in relation to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
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TABLE - 4.65 
MEAN SCORES ON FEATURES - DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Subvariables 
Operating control 
Adequate 
Data adequate 
Adequate for quality 
Adequate for Safety 
Features comparable 
with competitors 
Features compatible 
to changes 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.921 
2.825 
2.698 
3.063 
2.651 
2.571 
Medium 
2.350 
2.475 
2.225 
2.725 
2.175 
2.200 
t value 
3.734 
2.127 
2.627 
2.670 
2.866 
2.242 
Significance 
0.000 
0.036 
0.010 
0.009 
0.005 
0.027 
In respect of the features with reference to the Subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, 
F5 & F6, there are significant differences in the mean score among the 
respondents of large and medium industries. It appears that large industries 
are satisfied with respect to the features provided as compared to medium 
industries. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of Size in relation to the 
subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
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TABLE - 4.66 
MEAN SCORES ON FEATURES - DIMENSION IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
SubvarJables 
Operating 
control 
Adequate 
Data adequate 
Adequate for 
Quality 
Adequate for 
Safety 
Features 
comparable 
with 
competitors 
Features 
compatible 
to changes 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.515 
2.606 
2.303 
2.818 
2.333 
2.515 
Exports 
2.818 
2.667 
2.545 
3.000 
2.576 
2.303 
D & E 
2.757 
2.784 
2.676 
2.973 
2.486 
2.459 
F value 
1.335 
0.414 
1.482 
0.767 
0.684 
0.570 
Significance 
0.268 
0.662 
0.232 
0.467 
0.507 
0.567 
There are no significant differences in the mean scores between respondents 
operating in the 3 markets namely Domestic, Export and Domestic & Export in 
respect of features with reference to the Subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market 
in relation to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
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TABLE - 4.67 
MEAN SCORES ON FEATURES - DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO MATERIAL 
S.No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Subvarlables 
Operating control 
Adequate 
Data adequate 
Adequate for quality 
Adequate for Safety 
Features comparable 
with competitors 
Features compatible 
to changes 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.727 
2.649 
2.429 
2.948 
2.519 
2.416 
C & S 
2.615 
2.808 
2.769 
2.885 
2.308 
2.462 
t value 
0.613 
-0.841 
-1.652 
0.431 
1.100 
-0.241 
Significance 
0.541 
0.402 
0.102 
0.667 
0.274 
0.816 
Significant differences are not there in the mean scores among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics as processing materials in respect of the 
features linked to the Subvarlables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. Hence there is no 
reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to 
subvarlables. F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
TABLE - 4.68 
MEAN SCORES ON FEATURES - DIMENSION 
IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Subvarlables 
Operating control 
adequate 
Data adequate 
Adequate for 
quality 
Adequate for 
Safety 
Features 
comparable 
with competitors 
Features 
compatible 
to changes 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.721 
2.529 
2.441 
2.897 
2.338 
2.426 
SB 
2.667 
3.056 
2.722 
2.833 
2.833 
2.556 
Others 
2.647 
2.941 
2.588 
3.176 
2.588 
2.294 
F value 
0.073 
4.035 
0.731 
1.545 
2.715 
0.423 
Significance 
0.929 
0.021 
0.484 
0.218 
0.071 
0.656 
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There are no significant differences in mean scores among respondents using 
machineries of different suppliers in respect of subvariables F1, F3, F4, F5 & 
F6. However, significant difference exists in mean scores among the 
respondents using machineries of different suppliers in respect of the 
subvariable F2. It appears that the features provided by supplier SB is giving 
more satisfaction to the respondents in respect of the subvariable F2 which 
gives data for production. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in 
respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables F1, F3, F4, F5 & F6. However, in 
respect of the subvariable F2, the hypotheses is rejected 
H0.4 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Quality of the 
machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market covered, 
material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.69 
MEAN SCORES ON QUALITY - DIMENSION IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with existing 
quality 
Need for further quality 
improvement 
Consistency of quality 
achieved 
Realization level 
achieved 
Mean scores 
South 
2.548 
2.613 
2.597 
2.677 
North 
2.512 
2.585 
2.585 
2.512 
t value 
0.230 
0.136 
0.071 
0.948 
Significance 
0.818 
0.892 
0.944 
0.346 
No significant variation in mean scores is found in respect of Quality in relation 
to location for subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4 between the two locations South 
and North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
Location in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. 
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TABLE - 4.70 
MEAN SCORES ON QUALITY - DIMENSION IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with existing 
quality 
Need for further 
quality improvement 
Consistency of quality 
achieved 
Realization level 
achieved 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.603 
2.619 
2.714 
2.810 
Medium 
2.425 
2.575 
2.400 
2.300 
t value 
1.135 
0.216 
1.977 
3.025 
Significance 
0.259 
0.829 
0.051 
0.003 
No significant difference is found in mean scores for Quality in relation to size in 
respect of subvariables Q1, Q2 & Q3 among the respondents of large and 
medium industries. Hov\/ever, in case of the subvariable Q4 which states the 
realization level achieved by control of waste and rejection % to acceptable 
level, significant difference exists between large and medium industries in the 
mean scores. It appears that the large industries are satisfied more in this 
realization as compared to medium industries. Hence there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of Size in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2 & 
Q3. However in respect of the subvariable Q4 the hypotheses is rejected. 
TABLE - 4.71 
MEAN SCORES ON QUALITY - DIMENSION IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
existing quality 
Need for 
further quality 
improvement 
Consistency of 
quality 
achieved 
Realization 
level achieved 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.515 
2.606 
2.545 
2.636 
Export 
2.424 
2.455 
2.576 
2.455 
D & E 
2.649 
2.730 
2.649 
2.730 
F value 
0.737 
0.652 
0.154 
0.899 
Significance 
0.481 
0.523 
0.858 
0.410 
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There is no significant difference in mean scores in respect of Quality in relation 
to markets namely Domestic, Export & Domestic and Export with reference to 
the subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. 
TABLE - 4.72 
SCORES ON QUALITY - DIMENSION IN RELATION TO MATERIAL 
S.No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with existing 
quality 
Need for further 
quality improvement 
Consistency of 
quality achieved 
Realization level 
achieved 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.494 
2.584 
2.494 
2.532 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
2.654 
2.654 
2.885 
2.846 
t value 
-0.909 
-0.304 
-2.203 
-1.610 
Significance 
0.366 
0.762 
0.030 
0.111 
In respect of the Quality with reference to subvariables Q1, Q2 & Q4, no 
significant difference exists in the mean scores between Cotton and Cotton & 
Synthetics users among the respondents. However, in the case of subvariabie 
Q3 in respect of consistency in quality level, Cotton & Synthetic users are 
achieving satisfaction more as compared to the respondents using Cotton. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in 
relation to subvariables Q1,Q2,&Q4. However in respect of the subvariabie 
Q3, the hypotheses is rejected. 
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TABLE - 4.73 
MEAN SCORES ON QUALITY - DIMENSION IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
existing quality 
Need for further 
quality 
improvement 
Consistency of 
quality achieved 
Realization level 
achieved 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.603 
2.603 
2.603 
2.647 
SB 
2.556 
2.611 
2.722 
2.611 
Others 
2.235 
2.588 
2.412 
2.471 
F value 
1.546 
0.002 
0.676 
0.278 
Significance 
0.218 
0.998 
0.511 
0.758 
No significant differences are found in mean scores in respect of Quality with 
subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4 among the respondents using machineries from 
different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect 
of Suppliers in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. 
HO.5 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Maintenance 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.74 
MEAN SCORES ON MAINTENANCE IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
Ml 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Subvariables 
Maintenance Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
utilization 
Cost of maintenance and 
spares acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
appearance 
Mean scores 
South 
2.355 
2.613 
2.290 
2.919 
North 
2.512 
2.585 
2.244 
2.829 
t value 
-0.776 
0.174 
0.249 
0.708 
Significance 
0.439 
0.862 
0.804 
0.481 
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In respect of respondents from South and North, there is no significant 
difference in mean scores is found in respect of Maintenance with its 
subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Location in relation to subvariables M1, M2, M3 & 
M4. 
TABLE - 4.75 
MEAN SCORES ON MAINTENANCE IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Subvariables 
Maintenance Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
utilization 
Cost of maintenance and 
spares acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
appearance 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.460 
2.714 
2.365 
2.905 
Medium 
2.350 
2.425 
2.125 
2.850 
t value 
0.541 
1.847 
1.295 
0.428 
Significance 
0.590 
0.068 
0.198 
0.670 
No significant difference is found in the mean scores in respect of Maintenance 
in its subvariables Ml, M2, M3 & M4 among the respondents from large and 
medium size industries. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in 
respect of Size in relation to subvariables Ml, M2, M3 & M4. 
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TABLE - 4.76 
MEAN SCORES ON MAINTENANCE IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
Ml 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Subvarlables 
Maintenance 
Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
utilization 
Cost of 
maintenance 
and spares 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall 
appearance 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.455 
2.545 
2.212 
2.848 
Export 
2.364 
2.576 
2.152 
2.909 
D & E 
2.432 
2.676 
2.432 
2.892 
F value 
0.073 
0.264 
0.913 
0.080 
Significance 
0.930 
0.769 
0.405 
0.923 
In respect of Maintenance with its subvarlables M l , M2, M3 & M4, no significant 
differences are found in the mean scores between the respondents from 
Domestic, Export and Domestic & Export sectors. Hence there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to subvarlables M1, M2, 
M3 & M4. 
TABLE - 4.77 
MEAN SCORES ON MAINTENANCE IN RELATION TO MATERIAL 
S.No. 
Ml 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Subvarlables 
Maintenance Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
utilization 
Cost of maintenance and 
spares acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
appearance 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.429 
2.584 
2.221 
2.857 
Cot& 
Syn. 
2.385 
2.654 
2.423 
2.962 
t value 
0.192 
-0.389 
-0.969 
-0.728 
Significance 
0.848 
0.698 
0.335 
0.468 
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There is no significant difference in the mean scores among the respondents 
using Cotton and Cotton & Synthetics as processing materials in respect of 
Maintenance linked to the subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. Hence there is no 
reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to 
subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. 
TABLE - 4.78 
MEAN SCORES ON MAINTENANCE IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Subvariables 
Maintenance Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall utilization 
Cost of 
maintenance and 
spares acceptable 
Satisfied with 
overall appearance 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.382 
2.544 
2.309 
2.926 
SB 
2.611 
2.722 
2.111 
2.833 
Others 
2.353 
2.706 
2.294 
2.765 
F value 
0.406 
0.541 
0.330 
0.511 
Significance 
0.668 
0.584 
0.720 
0.601 
In respect of Maintenance with reference to its subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4, 
there are no significant differences in mean scores among the respondents 
using machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject 
the hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables M1, M2, M3 & 
M4. 
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HO.6 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the User 
friendliness of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, 
market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.79 
MEAN SCORES ON USER FRIENDLINESS 
IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Subvariables 
System conducive for 
Maintenance 
Features are user 
friendly 
Satisfied with overall 
ergonomics 
Mean scores 
South 
2.613 
2.661 
2.597 
North 
2.756 
2.585 
2.488 
t value 
-0.989 
0.447 
0.674 
Significance 
0.325 
0.656 
0.502 
There are no significant differences in the dimension User Friendliness for its 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents located 
in South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect 
of Location relation to subvariables U1,U2&U3. 
TABLE - 4.80 
MEAN SCORES ON USER FRIENDLINESS 
IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Subvariables 
System conducive for 
Maintenance 
Features are user 
friendly 
Satisfied with overall 
ergonomics 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.810 
2.825 
2.683 
Medium 
2.450 
2.325 
2.350 
t value 
2.537 
3.065 
2.087 
Significance 
0.013 
0.003 
0.039 
Significant differences exist in the dimension User Friendliness for its 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents from 
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Large and Medium scale industries. It appears that large industries are 
satisfied to a greater extent in subvariables as against medium industries. The 
hypotheses is rejected in respect of Size in relation to the subvariable U1, U2 & 
U3. 
TABLE - 4.81 
MEAN SCORES ON USER FRIENDLINESS 
IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Subvariables 
System 
conducive for 
Maintenance 
Features are 
user friendly 
Satisfied with 
overall 
ergonomics 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.727 
2.515 
2.515 
Export 
2.697 
2.606 
2.364 
D & E 
2.595 
2.757 
2.757 
F value 
0.327 
0.739 
2.207 
Significance 
0.722 
0.480 
0.115 
Significant differences are not found in the dimension User Friendliness for 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents from 
Domestic, Export and Domestic & Export markets. Hence there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to subvariables U1, U2 & 
U3. 
TABLE - 4.82 
MEAN SCORES ON USER FRIENDLINESS 
IN RELATION TO MATERIAL 
S.No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Subvariables 
System conducive for 
Maintenance 
Features are user 
friendly 
Satisfied with overall 
ergonomics 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.662 
2.597 
2.532 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
2.692 
2.731 
2.615 
t value 
-0.183 
-0.698 
-0.455 
Significance 
0.855 
0.847 
0.650 
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Significant differences are not found in the dimension User Friendliness for 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents using 
Cotton and Cotton & Synthetics. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material 
in relation to subvariables U1, U2 & U3. 
TABLE-4.83 
MEAN SCORES ON USER FRIENDLINESS 
IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Subvariables 
System conducive 
for Maintenance 
Features are user 
friendly 
Satisfied with overall 
ergonomics 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.603 
2.647 
2.559 
SB 
2.833 
2.778 
2.722 
Others 
2.765 
2.412 
2.353 
t value 
0.905 
0.864 
0.932 
Significance 
0.408 
0.425 
0.397 
Significant differences are not found in the dimension User Friendliness for 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents using 
machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables U1, U2 & U3. 
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HO.7 7776 level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the After Sales 
Sen/ice of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, 
market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
TABLE - 4.84 
MEAN SCORES ON AFTER SALES SERVICE 
IN RELATION TO LOCATION 
S.No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with service 
after sales 
Satisfied with personnel 
Satisfied with service 
backup 
Satisfied with service 
time and solutions 
Features and critical 
aspects explained 
Details of parts 
adequately provided 
Mean scores 
South 
2.903 
2.694 
2.435 
2.387 
2.355 
2.613 
North 
2.537 
2.463 
2.390 
2.073 
2.512 
2.610 
t value 
2.500 
1.400 
0.237 
1.695 
-0.899 
-0.019 
Significance 
0.014 
0.165 
0.813 
0.093 
0.371 
0.985 
No significant difference in the mean scores is found for After Sales Service in 
respect of subvariables A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6 among the respondents of South & 
North. However, significant difference is found in the mean scores among the 
respondents of South & North in respect of subvariable A1. Hence there is no 
reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Location in relation to 
subvariables A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6. However the hypotheses is rejected in 
respect of Location in relation to the subvariable A1. 
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TABLE-4.85 
MEAN SCORES ON AFTER SALES SERVICE 
IN RELATION TO SIZE 
S.No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Subvarlables 
Satisfied with service 
after sales 
Satisfied with personnel 
Satisfied with service 
backup 
Satisfied with service 
time and solutions 
Features and critical 
aspects explained 
Details of parts 
adequately provided 
Mean scores 
Large 
2.730 
2.651 
2.492 
2.190 
2.619 
2.762 
Medium 
2.800 
2.525 
2.300 
2.375 
2.100 
2.375 
t value 
-0.461 
0.757 
1.006 
-0.983 
3.074 
2.427 
Significance 
0.646 
0.451 
0.317 
0.328 
0.003 
0.017 
No significant difference in the mean scores is found for After Sales Service in 
respect of subvariables A1, A2, A3 & A4 among the respondents of Large & 
Medium industries. On the contrary significant difference exist among the 
respondents from large and medium scale industries A5 & A6. Hence there is 
no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Size in relation to 
subvariables A1, A2, A3 & A4. 
However in respect of the subvariables A5 & A6, the hypotheses is rejected. 
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TABLE -4.86 
MEAN SCORES ON AFTER SALES SERVICE 
IN RELATION TO MARKET 
S.No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with 
service after 
sales 
Satisfied with 
personnel 
Satisfied with 
service backup 
Satisfied with 
service time and 
solutions 
Features and 
critical aspects 
explained 
Details of parts 
adequately 
provided 
Mean scores 
Domestic 
2.758 
2.515 
2.333 
2.485 
2.333 
2.515 
Export 
2.606 
2.455 
2.273 
1.939 
2.545 
2.515 
D & E 
2.892 
2.811 
2.622 
2.351 
2.378 
2.784 
F value 
1.284 
1.951 
1.393 
3.252 
0.545 
1.321 
Significance 
0.282 
0.147 
0.253 
0.043 
0.582 
0.271 
In respect of the subvariables A1, A2, A3, A5 & A6 in the dimension In the After 
Sales Service, no significant difference exists in mean scores among the 
respondents in different market segments namely Domestic, Export and 
Domestic & Export. However, significant difference exists in respect of 
subvariable A4 among the respondents in different marketing sectors. Hence 
there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to 
subvariables A1, A2, A3, A5 & A6. However in respect of the subvariable A4, 
the hypotheses is rejected. 
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TABLE - 4.87 
MEAN SCORES ON AFTER SALES SERVICE 
IN RELATION TO MATERIAL 
S.No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with service 
after sales 
Satisfied with 
personnel 
Satisfied with service 
backup 
Satisfied with service 
time and solutions 
Features and critical 
aspects explained 
Details of parts 
adequately provided 
Mean scores 
Cotton 
2.675 
2.519 
2.299 
2.221 
2.403 
2.584 
Cotton & 
Synthetics 
3.000 
2.846 
2.769 
2.385 
2.462 
2.692 
t value 
-1.942 
-1.774 
-2.238 
-0.776 
-0.298 
-0.587 
Significance 
0.055 
0.079 
0.027 
0.439 
0.767 
0.558 
No significant difference in the mean scores is found in After Sales Service in 
respect of subvariables A1, A2, A4, A5 & A6 among the respondents using 
Cotton and Cotton & Synthetics materials. However, significant difference 
exists in the case of subvariable A3 among the respondents using Cotton and 
Cotton & Synthetics materials. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to subvahables A1, A2, A4, A5 & 
A6. However in respect of the subvariable A3, the hypotheses is rejected. 
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TABLE - 4.88 
MEAN SCORES ON AFTER SALES SERVICE 
IN RELATION TO SUPPLIERS 
S.No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Subvarlables 
Satisfied with 
service after sales 
Satisfied with 
personnel 
Satisfied with 
service backup 
Satisfied with 
service time and 
solutions 
Features and 
critical aspects 
explained 
Details of parts 
adequately 
provided 
Mean scores 
SA 
2.853 
2.632 
2.544 
2.279 
2.426 
2.618 
SB 
2.667 
2.667 
2.444 
2.444 
2.333 
2.556 
Others 
2.471 
2.412 
1.882 
2.000 
2.471 
2.647 
F value 
1.979 
0.554 
3.510 
1.037 
0.118 
0.061 
Significance 
0.144 
0.576 
0.034 
0.358 
0.889 
0.941 
In respect of the subvariables A1, A2, A4, A5 & A6 in the dimension in the After 
Sales Service, no significant difference exists in the mean scores among the 
respondents using machineries of different suppliers. 
However, significant difference exists in case of subvariable A3 among the 
respondents using machineries of different suppliers. Hence there is no reason 
to reject the hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables A1, 
A2, A4, A5 & A6. However in respect of the subvariable A3, the hypotheses is 
rejected. 
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HO.8 All the seven dimensions in tfie earlier hypotheses are not dependant on 
each other in the satisfaction to the customers. 
It is of importance to know whether there is any correlation between 
Productivity, Performance, Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness, 
and After Sales Service. The score without ranking and with ranking are used to 
find out the correlations. The correlation of these components based on scores 
without ranks are given in the table. 
TABLE - 4.89 
CORRELATION BASED ON SCORES WITHOUT RANKS 
Overall 
Productivity 
Overall 
Performance 
Overall 
Features 
Overall 
Quality 
Overall 
Maintenance 
Overall User 
Friendliness 
Overall After 
Sales Service 
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Interdependence of the seven characteristics has been tested using correlations 
based on scores with rankings. The results of the analysis are provided in the 
following table. 
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TABLE - 4.90 
CORRELATION BASED ON SCORES WITH RANKS 
Productivity 
with Ranl<ing 
Performance 
with Ranl<ing 
Features with 
Ranl^ ing 
Quality with 
Ranking 
Maintenance 
with Ranking 
User 
Friendliness 
with Ranking 
^fter Sales 
Service with 
Ranking 
Productivity 
with 
Raniting 
1 
.624" 
.575** 
.579** 
.604** 
.579** 
.351** 
Performance 
vtrith Ranking 
.624** 
1 
.754** 
.594** 
.639** 
.595** 
.279** 
Features 
with 
Ranlting 
.575** 
.754** 
1 
.522** 
.633** 
.624** 
.421** 
Quality with 
Ranking 
.579** 
.594** 
.522** 
1 
.512** 
.487** 
.335** 
Maintenance 
with Ranking 
.604** 
.639** 
.633** 
.512** 
1 
.716** 
.564** 
User 
Friendliness 
with Ranking 
.579** 
.595** 
.624** 
.487** 
.716** 
1 
.396** 
After Sales 
Service with 
Ranking 
.351** 
.279** 
.421** 
.335** 
.564** 
.396** 
1 
It is found from the tables, that seven components viz. productivity, 
performance, features, quality, maintenance, user friendliness and after sales 
service are highly correlated with one another- both in scores without ranking 
and with scores with ranking. 
Thus it is concluded that all seven features are highly interdependent, according 
to the views of the respondents. Hence the hypotheses is rejected. 
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HO.9 There is no difference in satisfaction factor wiien the customer makes a 
Repurchase (Loyal) or the customer defects (Defecting) to a competitor 
An attempt has been made to find out whether there is significant difference 
between loyal and defecting customers in all the seven dimensions viz., 
Productivity, Performance, Features, Quality, Maintenance, User friendliness 
and After Sales Service, related to industry. The customers gave their opinion 
on the sub variables for the above dimensions in five point scale in 
Questionnaire 1 as indicated earlier. . The mean scores of loyal and defecting 
customers on each one dimensions with the sub variables is compared using "f 
tests. The results based on the mean scores are provided below. 
TABLE - 4.91 
MEAN SCORE ON PRODUCTIVITY IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
PR1 
PR2 
PR3 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with the 
machine 
Satisfied with the 
reliability 
Satisfied with the 
critical parts reliability 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.973 
2.838 
2.662 
Defecting 
2.138 
2.103 
1.828 
t value 
4.392 
4.168 
5.177 
Significance 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers in 
respect of productivity with reference to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
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TABLE - 4.92 
MEAN SCORE ON PERFORMANCE IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
PE1 
PE2 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with flexibility 
Performance compared 
with competitors 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.824 
2.757 
Defecting 
2.138 
1.483 
t value 
4.201 
6.001 
Significance 
0.000 
0.000 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers In 
respect of performance with reference to subvariables PE1 & PE2. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
TABLE - 4.93 
MEAN SCORE ON QUALITY IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with existing 
quality 
Need for further quality 
improvement 
Consistency of quality 
achieved 
Realization level 
achieved 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.703 
2.541 
2.784 
2.824 
Defecting 
2.103 
2.759 
2.103 
2.069 
t value 
3.736 
1.049 
4.199 
4.312 
Significance 
0.000 
0.299 
0.000 
0.000 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of quality with reference to subvariables Q1, Q3 & Q4. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables Q1, Q3 & Q4. However, 
significant differences does not exist in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of Quality with reference to subvariable Q2. Hence there 
is no reason to reject this hypotheses in relation to subvariable Q2. 
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TABLE - 4.94 
MEAN SCORE ON FEATURES IN RELATION TO 
LOYAL AND DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
F1 
F2 
F3 
F4 
F5 
F6 
Subvariables 
Operating control 
adequate 
Data adequate 
Quality adequate 
Safety adequate 
Features comparable 
with competitors 
Features adopt to 
changes 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.811 
2.811 
2.784 
3.014 
2.662 
2.595 
Defecting 
2.414 
2.379 
1.828 
2.724 
1.966 
2.000 
t value 
2.306 
2.433 
5.372 
1.865 
4.010 
3.414 
Significance 
0.023 
0.017 
0.000 
0.069 
0.000 
0.001 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of features with reference to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. The hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. In the case of subvariable F4, no significant difference is found in the mean 
scores among Loyal & Defecting customers. However there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of subvariable F4. 
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TABLE - 4.95 
MEAN SCORES ON MAINTENANCE IN RELATION TO LOYAL & 
DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
M1 
M2 
M3 
M4 
Subvarlables 
Maintenance Time 
acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
utilisation 
Cost of maintenance 
and spares acceptable 
Satisfied with overall 
appearance 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.676 
2.824 
2.446 
3.054 
Defecting 
1.759 
2.034 
1.828 
2.448 
t value 
3.992 
5.140 
3.203 
3.905 
Significance 
0.000 
0.000 
0.002 
0.000 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of Maintenance with reference to subvarlables M l , M2, 
M3 & M4.The hypotheses is rejected in respect of subvariables M l , M2, M3 & 
M4. 
TABLE - 4.96 
MEAN SCORES ON USER FRIENDLINESS 
IN RELATION TO LOYAL & DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
U1 
U2 
U3 
Subvariables 
System conducive for 
Maintenance 
Features are user 
friendly 
Satisfied with overall 
ergonomics 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.851 
2.824 
2.743 
Defecting 
2.207 
2.138 
2.069 
t value 
3.865 
3.336 
4.134 
Significance 
0.000 
0.002 
0.000 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of User Friendliness with reference to subvariables U1, 
U2 & U3. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of sub variables U1, U2 & U3. 
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TABLE - 4.97 
MEAN SCORES ON AFTER SALES SERVICE 
IN RELATION TO LOYAL AND DEFECTING CUSTOMERS 
S.No. 
A1 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
Subvariables 
Satisfied with service 
after sales 
Satisfied with 
personnel 
Satisfied with service 
backup 
Satisfied with service 
time and solutions 
Features and critical 
aspects explained 
Details of parts 
adequately provided 
Mean scores 
Loyal 
2.919 
2.757 
2.649 
2.459 
2.527 
2.730 
Defecting 
2.345 
2.207 
1.828 
1.759 
2.138 
2.310 
t value 
3.722 
3.194 
4.292 
3.648 
2.076 
2.428 
Significance 
0.000 
0.002 
0.000 
0.000 
0.040 
0.017 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of After Sales Service with reference to subvariables A1, 
A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of the subvariables 
A1,A2,A3, A4,A5&A6. 
The total impact of the satisfaction level in respect of all the dimensions put 
together is analysed both without ranking and with ranking. The results are 
tabulated as under. 
TABLE - 4.98 
LOYAL & DEFECTING CUSTOMERS - GROUP STATISTICS 
Total (without ranking) 
Total (with ranking) 
Loyal or Defecting 
Customers 
Loyal customers 
Defecting customers 
Loyal customers 
Defecting customers 
N 
74 
29 
74 
29 
Mean 
19.3367 
14.5632 
77.5124 
58.0977 
Std. 
Deviation 
2.29877 
3.38294 
9.66264 
14.06307 
Std. Error 
Mean 
0.26273 
0.62820 
1.12326 
2.61145 
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TABLE - 4.99 
INDEPENDENT SAMPLE TEST 
Total (without ranking) 
Total (with ranking) 
Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances 
F 
11,343 
10.180 
Sig. 
0.001 
0.002 
t-test for Equality of Means 
t 
8.240 
8.013 
df 
101 
101 
Sig. 
(2-tailecl) 
0.000 
0,000 
Significance differences are found in respect of Loyal & Defecting customers 
with and without ranking and hence the hypothesis is rejected, even if we take 
all the factors together with ranking and without ranking. 
4.8 SUMMARY 
In this chapter, analysis were carried out in respect of (a) Profiles, (b) 
Satisfaction, in relation to dimension, subvariables and profiles, (c) Overall 
satisfaction in relation to dimension, (d) Ranking and finally the Hypotheses 
were tested. In the next chapter, the summary of the analysis are discussed 
and major findings are given. The conclusions arrived in the hypotheses are 
also discussed. A model for customer satisfaction is given for the industry 
along with the variations in the satisfaction in subvariables in respect of mean 
score. 
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C H A P T E R - 5 
SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS 
5.0 INTRODUCTION 
From the data received through the questionnaires collected from the 
customers of the textile machinery and from the statistical analysis carried out, 
the following conclusions are arrived. 
5.1 MAJOR FINDINGS DRAWN FROM PROFILES 
a) Out of the respondents 60.2% are from the South & 39.8% are from 
North. This analysis shows adequate provisioning of facilities to suit 
their needs and requirements must be ensured. 
b) It can be seen that out of the respondents 61.2% is of large size & 
38.8% are medium. The respondents seem to have same concepts in 
respect of textile machinery irrespective of the size. 
c) It is seen that the entire market more or less equally distributed among 
domestic, export and domestic & exports. This may mean that the end 
product produced and marketed by these respondents using the textile 
machineries under reference offered by the suppliers seem to have the 
same characteristics like performance, quality etc. 
d) Majority of the respondents (74.8%) are from the cotton processing 
group. Hence there seems to be high importance to textile processing in 
using Cotton as the raw material. 
e) It can be seen that nearly 66% of the machines are supplied by supplier 
SA, 17.5% are supplied by supplier SB and 16.5% are supplied by 
others. 
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5.2 MAJOR FINDINGS IN RESPECT OF SUBVARIABLES OF 
DIMENSIONS IN RELATION TO PROFILE 
5.2.1 Productivity 
In respect of Location of the dimension Productivity subvariable PR1, 72.6% of 
respondents from South are satisfied. The lowest satisfaction level is 51.6% in 
respect of PR3 from respondents of South. 
Regarding size, the highest satisfaction level is 76.2% in respect of PR1 from 
respondents from the large industries. The lowest level is 42.5% in respect of 
PR3 from medium industries. 
The export sector is satisfied to the extent of 75.7% in relation to PR1 whereas 
the same sector is satisfied only to 45.5% level in respect of PR3. 
In respect of material with regard to subvariable PR1, 80.8% of the respondents 
using Cotton & Synthetic materials are satisfied. In case of PR3, 48.1% level is 
felt by respondents who use Cotton. 
Respondents who use machines of other suppliers are satisfied to 76.5% in 
respect of PR1 whereas the satisfaction level is 35.3% from other suppliers in 
respect of PR3. 
5.2.2 Performance 
Regarding Location - South customers are satisfied to 72.6% in respect of PE1 
and North customers are satisfied only to 36.3% in respect of PE2. 
In respect of size, respondents from large industries are satisfied to the extent 
of 71.4% for subvariable PEL In respect of PE2, the medium industries are 
satisfied to the level of 37.5%. 
In market, respondents in Domestic & Export sector are satisfied in respect of 
subvanable PE1 to 73.0% level. However, for the variable PE2, respondents in 
Domestic sector are satisfied to 33.4% level. 
With the Cotton material processed 71.4% satisfaction is achieved in 
subvariable PEL A level of satisfaction of 53.8% is achieved in subvariable 
PE2 by respondents using Cotton & Synthetic material. 
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The machinery supplied by others, achieves a satisfaction of 70.6% for 
subvariable PE1, whereas the supplier SB machinery achieves 41.2% in 
respect of subvariable PE2. 
5.2.3 Features 
In profile Location, South customers are satisfied and the level is 83.9% for 
subvariable F4. For subvariable F6, the satisfaction level of 46.4% is realized 
by North customers. 
Large industries are satisfied to 90.5% extent in respect of F4 whereas 32.5% 
level is felt by medium industries in respect of subvariable F5. 
A level of 94% is realized by Export customers for subvariable F4 while only a 
level of 36.3% is achieved in F5 as per Domestic customers. 
Customers using Cotton felt that 87.0% level is felt by them for F4 while 
customers who use Cotton & Synthetic are feeling a level of 42.3% in respect of 
F5. 
In subvariable F4, a satisfaction level of 94.2% is achieved as reflected by 
respondents using other machines. But the level is only 41.2% in case of F3 as 
felt by users of other machines and also the level is 41.2% in case of F5 
reflected by respondents using SA machines. 
5.2.4 Quality 
In respect of subvariable Q2, South customers are satisfied to the extent of 
72.6% while Q1 is having satisfaction level of 53.6% with North customers. 
A satisfaction level of 76.2% is realized by customers in large industries in case 
of Q4. The satisfaction level is 47.5% for Q4 as felt by medium industries. 
In respect of Q2 as seen by Domestic & Export customers the satisfaction level 
is 75.7%. For Q1, both Domestic & Export respondents are having the 
satisfaction level of 48.5%. 
For Q4, Cotton & Synthetic customers get 76.9% satisfaction level where this is 
50.7% for Q1 as seen by respondents using Cotton. 
A satisfaction level of 72.3% is felt by respondents using machineries of 
suppliers SB for Q2 & Q4. In respect of Q1, respondents using others 
machinery get 35.4% satisfaction level. 
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5.2.5 Maintenance 
A level of satisfaction of 83.9% is achieved in respect of M4 by respondents in 
South. In the case of M3 the satisfaction level as felt by customers of North is 
39%. 
A satisfaction level of 84.1% is felt by large industries in respect of M4. Medium 
industries are satisfied to 40% level in respect of M3. 
A high level of satisfaction of 87.8% in respect of M4 is realized by Export 
customers. In respect of M3, the domestic customers get 36.4% satisfaction 
level. 
Cotton & Synthetic customers feel that they get 84.6% satisfaction level for M4. 
42.3% levels are achieved for M1 & M3 by Cotton & Synthetic customers. 
Respondents using machinery of SA is getting satisfaction level of 85.3% for 
M4. The satisfaction is low to the extent of 27.8% for M3 as felt by users of SB. 
5.2.6 User Friendliness 
In case of U2, 72.6% of respondents from South are satisfied whereas this is 
only 59.7% for U3 for South customers. 
With regard to subvariable U2, 82.5% of the respondents from large industries 
are satisfied as compared to 55% of respondents from medium industries in 
respect of subvariables U2 & U3. 
With regard to subvariable U2, 81.1% of customers from Domestic & Export 
sector are fully satisfied in comparison with 42.4% in the same sector for 
subvariable U3. 
80.8% of respondents using Cotton & Synthetic are satisfied with regard to 
subvariable U2. This is 56.5% in case of subvariable U3 for respondents using 
Cotton. 
In respect of subvariable U1, 82.3% of respondents using machineries from 
others are fully satisfied, whereas for U3 this level is 41% for customers using 
machinery of others. 
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5.2.7 After Sales Service 
In respect of subvariable A1, 77.4% of respondents from South are fully 
satisfied, whereas 31.7% of respondents from North are satisfied with 
subvariable A4. 
79.4% of the respondents from large industries are fully satisfied with 
subvariable A6, whereas the level is 39.7% only for subvariable A4. 
Respondents from Domestic & Export sector are fully satisfied to the extent of 
81.1% for subvariable A1. In case of A4, the export customers are satisfied to 
33.3% level. 
With regard to subvariable A1, respondents using Cotton & Synthetic material 
are satisfied to 84.6% level while for A4; the level is only 38.5%. 
A satisfaction level of 75.0% is achieved by respondents using machineries of 
supplier SA for subvariable A1, while for A3 the level is 29.5% for machineries 
from others. 
5.2 MAJOR FINDINGS IN RESPECT OF DIMENSIONS AND 
SATISFACTION 
5.3.1 Productivity 
The respondents are generally happy with the productivity of the machine, but 
to a lesser extent in respect of the reliability for giving a higher productivity and 
also the functioning of the critical part which determines the operating 
characteristics and productivity of the machines to give the maximum availability 
of time of performance for the buyer. Hence the supplier has to concentrate on 
the reliability and design of critical components for the machineries. 
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5.3.2 Performance 
The respondents are satisfied with the flexibility provided in the machine to 
adopt changes for the market requirement (PE1). More work has to be done for 
improved performance of machinery as customers compare the product with 
competitor and in this area satisfaction level is low. 
5.3.3 Features 
More control system may be required or the users have to be well trained in the 
use of existing operating control system for variety of operations. To maximize 
satisfaction data needed more by the user regarding features are to be 
collected and be provided. The customers have better knowledge of 
competitors features and to what extent incorporating those features would 
increase customer satisfaction to be examined. Generally it is observed that 
the respondents satisfaction level is lower in respect of features as compared 
with the other attributes. In respect of quality adequacy of features, it is 
necessary that this area be investigated to identify factors to improve quality. 
5.3.4 Quality 
Although customers are satisfied in the quality of the machinery, the market 
expectation is for the increased quality for future requirement. The suppliers 
should concentrate on the improvement of the quality and at the same time 
should take care of the future requirement while bringing out new products to 
cater the market. 
5.3.5 Maintenance 
Much improvement has to be done by the supplier in the area of maintenance. 
It can be in the form of better technical support or training to the service person 
to the user and also imparting better knowledge for upkeep of the machinery. 
5.3.6 User friendliness 
There is a scope for better modification of the machinery for giving better user 
friendliness effect. 
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5.3.7 After Sales Service 
After Sales Service is considered as post purchase transactions and is very 
much important to the buyers for upkeep of the machines. The customers are 
generally satisfied with service provided. But they are concerned with the 
response in terms of time and solutions. 
5.4 RANKING 
Based on the information provided and analysis, the ranking of the attributes 
are as under: 
Dimensions 
Quality 
Productivity 
Performance 
Maintenance 
Features 
User friendliness 
After Sales Service 
Rank 
1 
II 
III 
IV 
V 
VI 
VII 
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5.5 FINDINGS FROM HYPOTHESES TESTING 
All abbreviations are given in Chapter - 3. 
H0.1 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the 
Productivity of the machines are concerned in relating to location, 
size, market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
In respect of productivity in relation to location, there is no significant variation of 
mean scores for Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3 between the two locations 
South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
location in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
No significant difference in the mean score is found for productivity in relation to 
size in respect of subvariables PR1 & PR2 among the respondents of Large & 
Medium industries. However, significant variation exists in Subvariable PR3 in 
respect of respondents of Large & Medium industries. The mean score is 
higher in Large industries as compared to Medium industries. It appears that 
the respondents in Medium industries are less satisfied with productivity based 
on the functioning of critical parts. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of size in relation to subvariables PR1 & PR2. However 
in respect of the subvariable PR3 the hypotheses is rejected. 
There is no significant difference in mean scores between respondents who 
operate in 3 markets namely Domestic, Export & Domestic and Export in 
respect of productivity with reference to the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in 
relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
There are no significant differences in the mean score among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics in respect of productivity with reference to 
the Subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
There are no significant differences in mean scores in respect of productivity 
with subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3 amongst the respondents using 
machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
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HO.2 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the 
Performance of the machines are concerned in relating to 
location, size, market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
In respect of performance as far as the Subvariables PE1 & PE2, there are no 
significant differences between the mean scores in respect of respondents from 
South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
Size n relation to subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
No significant difference exists in the mean scores in respect of the subvariable 
PE1 of the dimension pert'ormance among the respondents of large and 
medium size industries. However, there is a significant difference in respect of 
subvariable PE2 in performance among the respondents of large and medium 
size industries. It appears that the respondents in the large industries are 
satisfied more in the performance of the machines while they compare their 
machines with that of competitive machines. Hence there is no reason to reject 
the hypotheses in respect of Size in relation to subvariable PEL However in 
respect of the subvariable PE2 the hypotheses is rejected. 
In respect of the performance with its Subvariables PE1 & PE2, no significant 
differences in the mean scores are found between respondents in Domestic, 
Export and Domestic & Export sectors in Subvariables PE1 & PE2. Hence there 
is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to 
subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
Significant differences are not found in mean scores among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics as materials for processing in respect of 
the performance linked to the Subvariables PE1 & PE2. Hence there is no 
reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to 
subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
In respect of performance with reference to Subvariables PE1 & PE2, there is 
no significant difference in mean scores among the respondents using 
machineries of different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Supplier in relation to subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
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HO.3 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the 
Features of the machines are concerned in relating to location, 
size, market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
There are no significant differences in the mean scores among the respondents 
of South & North in respect of Subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6 of the 
dimension features. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in 
respect of Location in relation to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
In respect of the features with reference to the Subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, 
F5 & F6, there are significant differences in the mean score among the 
respondents of large and medium industries. It appears that large industries 
are satisfied with respect to the features provided as compared to medium 
industries. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of Size in relation to the 
subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
There are no significant differences in the mean scores between respondents 
operating in the 3 markets namely Domestic, Export and Domestic & Export in 
respect of features with reference to the Subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market 
in relation to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
Significant differences are not there in the mean scores among the respondents 
using Cotton & Cotton and Synthetics as processing materials in respect of the 
features linked to the Subvariables F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. Hence there is no 
reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to 
subvariables. F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 & F6. 
There are no significant differences in mean scores among respondents using 
machineries of different suppliers in respect of subvariables F1, F3, F4, F5 & 
F6. However, significant difference exists in mean scores among the 
respondents using machineries of different suppliers in respect of the 
subvariable F2. It appears that the features provided by supplier SB is giving 
more satisfaction to the respondents in respect of the subvariable F2 which 
gives data for production. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in 
respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables F1, F3, F4, F5 & F6. However in 
respect of the subvariable F2, the hypotheses is rejected. 
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H0.4 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the Quality 
of the machines are concerned in relating to location, size, market 
covered, material processed & suppliers. 
No significant variation in mean scores is found in respect of Quality in relation 
to location for subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4 between the two locations South 
and North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of 
Location in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. 
No significant difference is found in mean scores for Quality in relation to size in 
respect of subvariables Q1, Q2 & Q3 among the respondents of large and 
medium industries. However, in case of the subvariable Q4 which states the 
realization level achieved by control of waste and rejection % to acceptable 
level, significant difference exists between large and medium industries in the 
mean scores. It appears that the large industries are satisfied more in this 
realization as compared to medium industries. Hence there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of Size in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2 & 
Q3. However in respect of the subvariable Q4, the hypotheses is rejected. 
There is no significant difference in mean scores in respect of Quality in relation 
to markets namely Domestic, Export & Domestic and Export with reference to 
the subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. 
In respect of the Quality with reference to subvariables Q1, Q2 & Q4, no 
significant difference exists in the mean scores between Cotton and Cotton & 
Synthetics users among the respondents. However, in the case of subvariable 
Q3 in respect of consistency in quality level. Cotton & Synthetic users are 
achieving satisfaction more as compared to the respondents using Cotton. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in 
relation to subvariables Q1, Q2 & Q4. However in respect of the subvariable 
Q3 the hypotheses is rejected. 
^^si^ 
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No significant differences are found in mean scores in respect of Quality with 
subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4 among the respondents using machineries from 
different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect 
of Suppliers in relation to subvariables Q1, Q2, Q3 & Q4. 
HO.5 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the 
Maintenance of the machines are concerned in relating to 
location, size, market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
In respect of respondents from South and North, there is no significant 
difference in mean scores is found in respect of Maintenance with its 
subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Location in relation to subvariables M1, M2, M3 & 
M4. 
No significant difference is found in the mean scores in respect of Maintenance 
in its subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4 among the respondents from large and 
medium size industries. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in 
respect of Size in relation to subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. 
In respect of Maintenance with its subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4, no significant 
differences are found in the mean scores between the respondents from 
Domestic, Export and Domestic & Export sectors. Hence there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to subvariables M1, M2, 
M3 & M4. 
There is no significant difference in the mean scores among the respondents 
using Cotton and Cotton & Synthetics as processing materials in respect of 
Maintenance linked to the subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. Hence there is no 
reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to 
subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. 
In respect of Maintenance with reference to its subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4, 
there are no significant differences in mean scores among the respondents 
using machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject 
the hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables M1, M2, 
M3 & M4. 
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HO.6 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the User 
friendliness of the machines are concerned in relating to location, 
size, market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
There are no significant differences in the dimension User Friendliness for its 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents located 
in South & North. Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect 
of Location relation to subvariables U1, U2 & U3. 
Significant differences exist in the dimension User Friendliness for its 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents from 
Large and Medium scale industries. It appears that large industries are 
satisfied to a greater extent in subvariables as against medium industries. The 
hypotheses is rejected in respect of Size in relation to the subvariable U1, 
U2 & U3. 
Significant differences are not found in the dimension User Friendliness for 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents from 
Domestic, Export and Domestic & Export markets. Hence there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to subvariables U1, U2 & 
U3. 
Significant differences are not found in the dimension User Friendliness for 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents using 
Cotton and Cotton & Synthetics. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to subvariables U1, U2 & U3. 
Significant differences are not found in the dimension User Friendliness for 
subvariables U1, U2 & U3 in the mean scores among the respondents using 
machineries from different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables U1, U2 & U3. 
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HO.7 The level of satisfaction of customers is same as far as the After 
Sales Sen/ice of the machines are concerned in relating to 
location, size, market covered, material processed & suppliers. 
No significant difference in the mean scores is found for After Sales Service in 
respect of subvariables A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6 among tiie respondents of Large & 
Medium industries. However, significant difference is found in tine mean scores 
among the respondents of South & North in respect of subvariable A1. Hence 
there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Location in relation to 
subvariables A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6. However the hypotheses is rejected in 
respect Location in relation to the subvariable A1. 
No significant difference in the mean scores is found for After Sales Service in 
respect of subvariables A1, A2, A3 & A4 among the respondents of South & 
North. On the contrary significant difference exist among the respondents from 
large and medium scale industries A5 & A6. Hence there is no reason to reject 
the hypotheses in respect of Size in relation to subvariables A1, A2, A3 & A4. 
However in respect of the subvariable A5 & A6, the hypotheses is rejected. 
In respect of the subvariables A1, A2, A3, A5 & A6 in the dimension in the After 
Sales Service, no significant difference exists in mean scores among the 
respondents in different market segments namely Domestic, Export and 
Domestic & Export. However, significant difference exists in respect of 
subvariable A4 among the respondents in different marketing sectors. Hence 
there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in respect of Market in relation to 
subvariables A1, A2, A3, A5 & A6. However in respect of the subvariable A4, 
the hypotheses is rejected. 
No significant difference in the mean scores is found in After Sales Service in 
respect of subvariables A1, A2, A4, A5 & A6 among the respondents using 
Cotton and Cotton & Synthetics materials. However, significant difference 
exists in the case of subvariable A3 among the respondents using Cotton and 
Cotton & Synthetics materials. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Material in relation to subvariable A1, A2, A4, A5 & 
A6. However in respect of the subvariable A3 the hypotheses is rejected. 
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In respect of the subvariables A1, A2, A4, A5 & A6 in the dimension in the After 
Sales Service, no significant difference exists in the mean scores among the 
respondents using machineries of different suppliers. However, significant 
difference exists in case of subvariable A3 among the respondents using 
machineries of different suppliers. Hence there is no reason to reject the 
hypotheses in respect of Suppliers in relation to subvariables A1,A2,A4,A5 
&A6. However in respect of the subvariable A3 the hypotheses is rejected. 
HO.8 All the seven dimensions in the earlier hypotheses are not dependant on 
each other in the satisfaction to the customers. 
Since significant values are less than 0.01, the correlations are statistically 
significant, the variables are related / correlated to one another. So all the 
variables are dependent. The hypotheses is rejected. 
HO.9 There is no difference in satisfaction factors when the customers 
makes a repurchase or the customer defects to the competitor 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers in 
respect of productivity with reference to subvariables PR1, PR2 & PR3. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariable PR1, PR2 & PR3. 
Significant variations in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting customers in 
respect of performance with reference to subvariables PE1 & PE2. The 
hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariables PE1 & PE2. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of quality with reference to subvariables 0 1 , 03 & 04. 
The hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariable 0 1 , 03 & 04. 
However, significant difference does not exist in the mean scores of Loyal & 
Defecting customers in respect of Ouality with reference to subvariable 02. 
Hence there is no reason to reject the hypotheses in relation to subvariable 02. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of features with reference to subvariables F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. The hypotheses is rejected in relation to the subvariable F1, F2, F3, F5 & 
F6. In the case of subvariable F4, no significant difference is found in the mean 
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scores among Loyal & Defecting customers. However there is no reason to 
reject the hypotheses in respect of subvariable F4. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of Maintenance with reference to subvariables M1, M2, 
M3 & M4.The hypotheses is rejected in respect subvariables M1, M2, M3 & M4. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of User Friendliness with reference to subvariables U1, 
U2 & U3. The hypotheses is rejected in respect sub variables U1, U2 & U3. 
Significant differences are found in the mean scores of Loyal & Defecting 
customers in respect of After Sales Service with reference to subvariables A1, 
A2, A3, A4, A5 & A6. The hypotheses is rejected in respect of the subvariables 
A1,A2,A3,A4,A5&A6. 
Differences are found in all the seven characteristics of customer satisfaction 
between satisfied and defecting customers. Mean value of the seven 
characteristics for the satisfied customers are significantly different than that of 
defecting customers in both with ranking and without ranking. Hence the 
hypotheses is rejected. It is inferred that the satisfied customers have high 
opinion in Quality, Productivity, Performance, Maintenance, Features, User 
Friendliness and After Sales Service, which is different from defecting 
customers. The repurchase and recommendation follow the same pattern and 
the satisfied customers make the repurchase and also recommend the product 
to others. 
5.6 MODELS DEVELOPED OUT OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
As stated in Chapter-1, Page 51, it is crucial to identify and invest in only those 
positive attributes whose enhancement will yield positive net present value. 
Profitable strategies are built around giving exact mix of attributes they want but 
no more. All attributes are not created equal, each cell of the matrix has a 
distinctive impact on the competitiveness of the product. 
It has also been attempted to find out whether there is any difference between 
mean scores in seven dimensions taking into considerations of the ranks of 
these aspects provided respondent. A weight of 7 ' productivity '2', performance 
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'3', maintenance '4' , features '5' , user friendliness '6' , after sales service T 
respectively is assigned. The scores obtained from the respondents for each 
dimension are multiplied by the weight for the each corresponding component. 
The mean scores with the weight given for ranking are compared with loyal and 
defecting customers and the results are presented in the table. 
The quality was ranked as 1 and other attributes in the order as stated earlier 
with After Sales Service as 7. A weightage was given to Quality as 7 and in the 
order with After Sales Service as 1 and this weightages were imported to the 
mean level value and diagrams were drawn. From these two diagrams, it will 
be clearly seen that the satisfied customers and defecting customers have a 
clear gap as indicated in the scale and band-width in various attributes. The 
aim of any company is to switch to make the defecting customers as a 
repurchaser for which it should aim to increase the mean level of the 
satisfaction of the attributes towards satisfaction level. This gap clearly 
indicates where importance and resources allocation should be concentrated so 
that the efforts and the return on the investment will be optimal. 
The customer attaches distinctive importance to the dimensions and each 
dimensions has different level of satisfaction to each dimension as seen from 
the analysis. The interplay of the satisfaction level as represented by the mean 
scored along with the ranking clearly indicates there are difference in the value 
between the loyal and defecting customers. The loyal customers are satisfied 
and they make the repurchase and the level importance they attach is indicated 
in the model. Whereas the defecting customers value falls on the left side and 
a gap exist between the two. The aim of the supplier should be to close the gap 
and bring back the defecting customers to loyal level. As seen earlier, customer 
perception varies based on his experience and hence the supplier should 
concentrate on the perception of the defecting customers and attempt to satisfy 
them. The priority to be given may be from larger band width to the next lower 
level. 
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TABLE - 5.1 - Satisfied and Defecting Customers 
(Table - 4.69 is repeated) 
Group Statistics 
I3u)ers and 
Non-bu)ers 
Qualit) with Ranking Bmers 
Non-bu>ers 
Productixit) uith Ranking Bujers 
Non-bu>ers 
Performance with Ranking Bu>ers 
Non-bujers 
Maintenance with Ranking Bu\ers 
Non-bu) ers 
I-eatures with Ranking Buyers 
Non-buyers 
User Friendliness with Buyers 
Ranking Non-bujers 
After Sales Ser\ice with Buyers 
Ranking Non-buyers 
N 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
74 
29 
Mean 
18.9899 
15.8103 
16.9459 
12.1379 
13.9527 
9.0517 
11.0000 
8.0690 
8.3378 
6.6552 
5.6126 
4.2759 
2.6734 
2.0977 
Std. 
Deviation 
3.15562 
3.45226 
2.79379 
4.27388 
3.06903 
3.86224 
1.76728 
2.73771 
1.37020 
1.55898 
.99317 
1.49621 
.51347 
.60013 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
.36683 
.64107 
.32477 
.79364 
.35677 
.71720 
.20544 
.50838 
.15928 
.28950 
.11545 
.27784 
.05969 
.11144 
The red line on Figure - 5.1 indicates the mean value of loyal customer. The 
green line indicates mean value of the defecting customers. In Figure - 5.2, the 
minimum, maximum and mean values are indicated. Figure - 5.3 illustrates 
maximum and minimum value in both cases. From this, it can be interpreted 
that the lower level of satisfaction of loyal customer reaches almost the 
maximum level of satisfaction of the defecting customers. Any dissatisfaction 
on the part of the loyal customer will push them to defecting zone and the 
customers may look for alternatives in the next opportunity. In a similar manner 
any improvement satisfaction of the defecting customers will make them to be a 
loyal customer. Then it becomes clear that the supplier should ensure that loyal 
customers are dissatisfied by the supplier rightful proactive and corrective 
action, the defecting customers are made to satisfy so that they become loyal 
customers. Also the supplier should ensure that the gap should not be so 
narrow to be highly sensitive so that competitor's action can affect the customer 
relation. 
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Model developed for optimization (Model 1) 
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5.6.1 Mean Score Variations dimensions model witli ranking 
The mean scores of subvariables without ranking are studied. As a next step 
the supplier should look into the subvariables in the dimension and understand 
which subvariable has a greater difference in mean value between Loyal & 
Defecting customers, i.e., the greater the slope, more is a tendency for 
defection. Similarly for every attribute like quality, productivity, performance, 
and its elements the mean value between loyal / satisfied customers against 
defecting customers are depicted in a form of graph with mean value only. The 
wider the width and higher the slope are indications of dissatisfaction and 
efforts required by the organisation to concentrate their efforts in the particular 
area in the attributes to optimise their profitability by utilisation of their efforts 
and resources in most fruitful way. 
The supplier should concentrate on the subvariables and should attempt to 
increase the satisfaction level of Defecting customers, and maintain or improve 
the level of loyal customers. The details of the following graphs for Satisfied & 
Defecting customers in various areas are indicated. (Reference Fig 4.91 to 
4.97 in Chapter 4) 
5.6.2 IMean scores variations subvariables without ranking 
Figure 5.4 Mean values for Quality & Elements 
Figure 5.5 Mean values for Productivity 
Figure 5.6 Mean values for Performance 
Figure 5.7 Mean values for Maintenance 
Figure 5.8 Mean values for Features 
Figure 5.9 Mean values for User Friendliness 
Figure 5.10 Mean values for After Sales Service 
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From the figures 5.1, 5.2 & 5.3, it can be seen that under width exists in 
performance, followed by productivity & quality, resources and efforts should be 
made use of to move the customers towards satisfaction levels. On the other 
hand efforts in all attributes like after sales service etc will provide marginal 
improvement in satisfaction level. Thus the company can optimize the 
profitability on key areas where customers' response in the form of repurchase 
will be very significant. From figures 5.4 to 5.10 it can be seen that customers 
should pay more attention to win the customers in different attributes 
represented in sub-elements based on the priority as indicated above. The 
significant areas are: 
Quality: Existing levels of quality, consistency in quality, 
control of waste (Q1, Q3 and Q4) 
Productivity : Functioning of critical parts (PRS) 
Performance : Performance related to competitors (PE1) 
Maintenance : Time taken to do maintenance, cost of maintenance 
Features : Features provided in terms of quality (F3) 
User Friendliness : This becomes a second priority 
After Sales Service : After sales service. Service backup which 
means knowledge and solution response (A1, A3) 
5.7 FACTOR ANALYSIS 
Factor analysis is a statistical tool to identify the underlying structure prevalent 
in a given data set. Factors are identified based on the inter relationship 
between variables in the data set. Variables which are highly correlated with 
one another are grouped together forming a factor. The inter relationship 
between variables is reflected in the box diagram. In other words, the box 
diagrams gives an idea about the clustering of the variables based on their inter 
relationships. The points that lie close to one another is considered to be a 
group or cluster. For the present study, seven characteristics (variables) are 
considered and factor analysis is carried out. The variables are Quality, 
Performance, Productivity, Features, User Friendliness, After Sales Service, 
and Maintenance. How do the customers who are satisfied with products relate 
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these seven characteristics? What are the characteristics that are closely 
identified for satisfaction of a product to a customer? What kind of relationship 
exists between the characteristics for satisfaction? These questions can be 
answered using factor analysis. 
For the analysis the responses together with their ranking from the satisfied 
customers have taken into consideration. Factor analysis clearly indicated the 
presence of two major factors. The first factor comprised Quality, Performance, 
Productivity, Features, and User Friendliness of the Products. The first factor 
may be called as Basic Requirement Factor. The second factor consists of 
factors such as After Sales Service and Maintenance and this may named as 
Auxiliary Satisfaction Factor. If one considers the first factor, Basic 
requirement factor, as 100 %, the contribution of quality is 23 %, Performance 
is 23 %, Productivity is 21 %, Features 18%, and User Friendliness 15%. The 
percentages are arrived after adding weights of each factor and taking the sum 
equal to 100. i.e., (0.79 quality + 0.79 performance + 0.71 productivity + 0.61 
features + 0.3 user friendliness) = 100 percent. 
Similarly after sales service consists of 51 %, and maintenance comprises 49% 
of the Auxiliary satisfaction factor. 
TABLE - 5.2 
FACTOR ANALYSIS - SATISFIED CUSTOMERS 
Quality 
Performance 
Productivity 
Features 
User Friendliness 
After Sales Service 
Maintenance 
Component 
1 
.79 
.79 
.71 
.61 
.53 
-.10 
.32 
2 
.01 
.21 
.08 
.53 
.48 
.82 
.78 
230 
The relationship between variables is depicted in the following diagram. It is 
seen from the diagram that there are three groups prevalent. The first group 
consists of quality, productivity, and performance. The second group consists 
of features, and user friendliness. The third group consists of after sales 
service, and maintenance. It may be concluded among the first factor, viz., 
Basic Requirement factor, quality, productivity, and performance are closely 
related for a customer to get satisfaction of a product. Features and user 
friendliness form another group in the basic requirement factor. Among the 
second factor. Auxiliary satisfaction factor, maintenance, and after sales service 
are related to one another. 
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Factors in the order of importance 
(Satisfied Customers) 
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Characterisitics 
Figure-5.13 
From the Analysis and Findings, it was concluded that gaps exist in focus 
areas between customers who have intentions for Repurchase and Defection. 
A model was suggested and the gap identified. If an industry apply the model 
and collect the data based on the questionnaire in much more detail clear 
specific areas can be identified and corrective action can be initiated. It may be 
possible to bring out direct links between Profitability and the satisfaction in key 
elements or factors contributing optimization. The Researches does not have 
access to the discrete information of the companies. An attempt is made from 
the published data of one company to provide a link between profitability and 
satisfaction. 
The profitability can be expressed in the following forms, 
Profit before Tax 
Return on Sales ROS 
Sales 
Return on Investments ROI 
Profit before Tax 
Investments 
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Return on Assets ROA 
Profit before Tax 
Assets 
All the above values should increase along with higher revenues caused by 
Purchase and Repurchase consequent to the satisfaction of customers. The 
salient features of the above details are given as under for a company under 
study. 
TABLE - 5.3 
PROFITS 
Profit before Tax / Sales 
Profit before Tax / Investments 
Profit before Tax / Assets 
Year 
2000-2001 % 
6.3 
9.66 
19.38 
Year 
2001-2002% 
5.3 
6.7 
14.96 
Year 
2002-2003 % 
7.3 
11.99 
28.9 
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The Researcher has attempted to bring a relation between the Profitability and 
the elements considered and is indicating the value as a profitability ratio. The 
higher the figure the higher is the efficiency in utilizing the resources in an 
optimum way. The optimization ratio of profitability can be expressed in the 
following form, 
OR Profit for current year 
Operating expenditure for current year + Employee cost for the 
current year 
If the optimization process is on and the resources are utilized optimally the 
following condition should occur. 
Profit for current year = OR > 
Operating expenses for current year 
+ 
Employee cost current year 
Operating expenses etc., 
It is figuratively illustrated as under. 
Profit for based year 
Operating expenses for base year 
+ 
Employee cost for base year 
TABLE - 5.4 
OPTIMISATION RATIO 
A. Profit 
before tax 
B. Operating 
Expenditure+ 
Employee cost 
Operating ratio (A/B) 
2000-01 
34.89 
402.9 
8.66 
2001-02 
23.35 
323.6 
7.22 
2002-03 
39.64 
408.9 
9.69 
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In the base year the competition was not aggressive and the company under 
the study had the OR of 8.4%. In the subsequent year severe competition has 
set in which has resulted in the OR dropping to 7.1%. The Company under 
study adopted customer satisfaction approach as a policy and went for 
investments in areas of customer satisfaction related elements and improved 
soft skill activities. This resulted in the ratio for the current year reaching to 9.69 
in the last year. This confirms to findings that customer satisfaction leads to 
optimization methodology of profits with increased customer satisfaction. 
OPTIMISATION RATIO 
% 
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0 
2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 
Figure- 5.15 
High and significant correlations are found between : profit and operating ratio, 
profit and total Operating expenses and total, operating expenses and operating 
ratio. 
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TABLE - 5.5 
CORRELATIONS 
Profit 
Operating Expenses + 
Employee Cost 
Operating Ratio 
Profit 
1 
.861* 
.940* 
Operating Expenses + 
Employee Cost 
.861* 
1 
.716* 
Operating 
Ratio 
.940* 
.716* 
1 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
5.8 DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
Customer satisfaction has brought out very clearly the gap that exist between 
repurchase and defection to enable the industry to concentrate on the area 
where focus has to be given. The industries make investment those areas 
where gaps are significant and also put technological knowledge and customer 
service efforts to bridge the gap and take the benefit of getting back the 
customers who are defected as a satisfied customer. This study has helped 
developing a model based on the customer satisfaction approach as an 
effective tool for optimising profitability. 
The scope of the model could be extended by utilising this model by textile 
industries to the specific attributes and the elements mentioned in the attributes 
by way of dialogue, investigation and contact with the customer to have an 
important effect in increasing the customer satisfaction. This model can be 
used for validation for other capital goods industry. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE -1 
Name (optional) 
Mill name (optional) 
Location 
Spindleage 
Market 
Material processed 
Machine used 
Name of the supplier 
North / South / West / East / Abroad 
Local / Export 
Cotton / Synthetic 
CARD / RING FRAME 
PRODUCTIVITY 
PR1 Are you satisfied with production 
level achieved with the machine ? 
PR2 Are you satisfied with the 
reliability of performance at this 
production ? 
PR3 Are you satisfied with the flexibility 
provided in the machine to meet the 
changes in the production 
requirement ? 
Performance 
PE1 Do you feel the overall performance 
compares with competitive market ? 
PE2 Are you satisfied with the 
performance of critical parts which 
determines the reliability of the 
machine ? 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what 
No Some what 
Not fully 
Not fully 
Yes 
Yes 
Very much 
Very much 
FEATURES 
F1 Is the feature provided are 
adequate in terms of operating 
control? 
F2 Is the feature provided are 
Adequate in terms of data 
for production? 
No Some what 
No Some what 
Not fully 
Not fully 
Yes Very much 
Yes Very much 
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F3 Is the feature provided are 
adequate in terms of quality ? No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
F4 Is the feature provided are 
adequate in ternns of Safety ? 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
F5 Do you feel the features are 
comparable with the 
competitors machine ? 
F6 Is the machine comparable for 
adopting changes to take 
care of futuristic needs ? 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
QUALITY 
Q1 Are you satisfied with the 
existing quality level achieved ? 
Q2 Do you feel that further quality 
improvement is needed to 
satisfy your requirement ? 
Q3 Are you satisfied with the 
consistency of quality achieved ? 
Q4 Is the realization level achieved 
(waste & rejection percentage), 
satisfy your acceptance level 
for the quality level achieved ? 
No Some what 
No Some what 
No Some what 
No Some what 
Not fully 
Not fully 
Not fully 
Not fully 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Very much 
Very much 
Very much 
Very much 
MAINTENANCE 
M1 Is the time taken for maintenance 
activity acceptable ? 
M2 Are you satisfied with the overall 
utilization achieved consequent 
to maintenance activity ? 
M3 The cost of maintenance including 
spares and labour is acceptable 
to you ? 
M4 Are you satisfied with overall 
appearance of the machine ? 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
1 No Somewhat 1 Not fully Yes 1 Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
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USER FRIENDLINESS 
m Are the various system available 
is conducive for easy maintenance ? 
U2 Is the features available 
user friendly ? 
U3 Are you satisfied with the overall 
ergonomics of the machine in 
temris of operational convenience ? 
No Some what 
No Some what 
No Some what 
Not fully 
Not fully 
Not fully 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Very much 
Very much 
Very much 
AFTER SALES SERVICE 
A1 Are you satisfied with the 
services provided during 
erection and commissioning 
of the machine? 
A2 Do the technical personnel / 
operators were given adequate 
training for the operation and 
maintenance of the machine ? 
A3 Are you satisfied with the 
service back provided ? 
A4 Are you satisfied with response 
in terms of time and adequacy 
of solution ? 
A5 Are the special features & 
critical aspects explained 
adequately in the instruction 
manual ? 
A6 Are the past details provided 
adequate for your use ? 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
No Some what Not fully Yes Very much 
Special Remarks & Comments 
1. Will you prefer the above Product when you go for repurchase? Yes/No 
2. Will you recommend the above Product to others? Yes/No 
2.A-0 
QUESTIONNAIRE - 2 
DIMENSIONS RANKING 
How do you rate the following in terms of importance which determines your machine selection? 
1. Performance 
2. Productivity 
3. Features 
4. Quality 
5. Maintenance 
6. User friendliness 
7. After Sales service 
8. Any other points 
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